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Introduction 

Maimonides, in his usual clear and precise style, summed up the Jewish 
belief in a Messiah and in the expectancy of his momentary arrival. In the 
twelfth of his thirteen principles, Maimonides stated: Ani maamin 

beemunah she’lemah bebiath hamoshiah. Ve'afalpisheyith'mameah, ini 

kol zeh ahake lo bekolyom she'yabo (“I believe with perfect faith in the 
coming of the Messiah, and though he tarry, yet I await daily his com¬ 

ing"). 
That the belief in the Messiah became a deep-rooted principle in 

Jewish life, allowing Jews to withstand and overcome the terribly tragic 
moments in their history, was best evidenced in the reports from the con¬ 
centration camps at Treblinka, Maidanek, Birkenau, and the infamous 
Auschwitz, where millions of Jews went to the gas chambers and 
crematoria while chanting the words of Maimonides’ twelfth principle— 
Ani maamin, “1 believe with perfect faith in the coming of the Messiah 

I. The Origin of the Jewish Messianic Belief 

Since the belief in the coming of the Messiah is so deeply ingrained in the 
Jewish people, it becomes indeed strange to note how obscure the origin 
of the Messianic belief is. Many theories have suggested that the origin is 
not even to be found in Jewish sources. Some have said that the Alyarilh 

ha-Yamim, “the End of the Days,” of Isaiah and Daniel was influenced 
by the ideas of Zarathustra. The world will be redeemed when Angra- 
Mainus, the god of evil, is defeated. Ahura-Mazda, the god of good, with 
the help of Saoshiant, the Messiah, will judge mankind. Then, the 
kingdom of Ahura-Mazda will bring joy and bliss to all mankind. The 
Persians also have a Day of Judgment, reward and punishment after 
death, and a Messianic era. However, in the philosophies of Zarathustra 
there are three Saoshiants, three Messiahs, all of the seed of Zarathustra, 
none of which compares to the one Messiah, or even to the two Messiahs 
(Messiah ben Joseph and Messiah ben David) ol Judaism. 

xi 
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Gressman, though with scant evidence, claims that the Messianic 
idea, based on the idea of a godly wonderchild who will redeem, comes 
from Egyptian or Babylonian sources. Heinemann and Klausner op¬ 
posed this view. They concluded that neither in Egyptian nor in Babylo¬ 
nian literature do we find any sources for a Messiah. All references are to 
specific kings. All such foreign sources are meaningless because Isaiah 
speaks of an earthly, human being and not a supernatural phenomenon. 
Eor more detailed reading, we urge the reader to study the works of 
Oesterley, Holscher, Durr, and Smith found in the bibliography. 

The term mashiah in the Bible is never used to connote the es¬ 
chatological figure of a Messiah. It is found thirty-nine times. Once it 
refers to Cyrus (Isaiah 45:1) and some thirty times to the kings of Israel 
and Judea. The term also refers to the High Priest, as in Leviticus 4:3, 
6:22; Daniel 9:25—6. None of these Biblical passages, whether they refer 
to the kings or to the High Priests, have any Messianic connotation. The 
term means “anointed” or “consecrated.” It is for this reason that the 
king was never just called mashiah, but mashiah hashem, “consecrated to 
God." During the Second Commonwealth, neither priests nor kings were 
anointed. 

In many ways, the belief in a Messiah in Judaism prior to the Middle 
Ages was different than belief in the Unity of God, Immortality, etc. 
True, they all were theological in nature, but the Messianic idea was more 
political than spiritual. It was linked to God because Jewish ideology 
linked everything to God. History itself was the expression of God's Will 
in the world. However, basically, it was political. 

All religions set up some sort of relationship between man and God. 
Judaism saw this relationship as a pact (brith). It was an agreement im¬ 
posing clauses and stipulations on each party to the pact. The basic 
agreement between Jewry and God was that Israel was to obey the Will 
of God, Who in turn promised to protect, provide for, and glorify Israel. 
According to this theory, if you conform to the Will of God, all will be 
well. Any evil that befalls man is a punishment placed upon the in¬ 
dividual by the other party, the wronged party to the contract. This is 
clearly articulated throughout the Books of Moses (e.g., the fiery exhor¬ 
tations known as the Tokhahah) and the prophets (e.g., the Book of 
Judges). If Israel elects to be good, all sorts of good things will follow; if 
not, then the reverse will be true. When Israel left Egypt and accepted the 
Torah at Sinai, wonderful rewards were to be theirs. When Israel strayed, 
the destruction ol the Temple, the epitome of punishment, naturally fol¬ 
lowed. 
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At the destruction of the First Temple and in the ensuing Persian era, 
two things occurred. The theory which saw Jewish sin and rebellion as an 
abrogation of the pact (covenant), and the destruction of the Temple as 
the punishment thereof, put Jewry into a dilemma. If the covenant was 
broken, then there could be no raison d'etre for Israel's continuation. 
Secondly, this theory gave no comfort to martyrdom. If Israel is no more, 

then all hope is removed. 
Jews were in a bad slate at that time, and a new theory developed. It is 

hard to say from where it came. Some feel that it was triggered by Jewish 
contact with Persia, but refurbished by Jews, just as Maimonides 
Judaized Aristotelian ideas. The idea developed that if Jewry is punished, 
even defeated, the people is not "sent into exile, but God is deleated 
“with you.” He goes into exile “with you.” It provided the alternative 
that both He and Israel could stage a comeback. The covenant, however, 
was not broken. Hope was kept intact. The martyr was defeated in the 

battle for God, not slain by God. 
Accordingly, when Israel rebelled against God and was forced into 

exile, God, as partner to the covenant, also went into exile. There ensued 
the constant debate as to who was at fault, irmxa M'biuxon ’tom (“And 
because of our sins were we driven from our land") placed the blame 
squarely upon Israel itself. On the other hand, nnan nx mat (“Remember 
the covenant”) put the lault to God, Who deserted the people. 

Although, at the time of the destruction of the Second Temple, Jews 
were aware of the earlier destruction and the fact that it did not mark the 
end of Jewish lile, R. Yohanan b. Zakkai, as leader ol the Jewish com¬ 
munity in Judea and founder ol Yavneh, had to combat the strong leeling 
still held by some that the destruction meant that Jewry was rejected by 
God. According to some scholars, e.g., Klausner, R. Yohanan b. Zakkai, 
before his death, supposedly said: “Clear the house [ol utensils] because 
of impurity and prepare a throne for Hezekiah, King ol Judah, who 
comes.” This indicated that R. Yohanan b. Zakkai believed the coming 
of the Messiah to be imminent. This also was the understanding of Fer¬ 
dinand Weber in his System der altsynagogalen paldstinisehen Theologie, 

(Leipzig, 1880), p. 341. Burkitt, in his Jewish and Christian Apocalypses, 

on the basis of Gen. R. 44, 22, concluded that R. Yohanan b. Zakkai re¬ 
nounced all apocalyptic ideas. On the other hand, based on the same 
source, Burkitt stated that R. 'Akiba believed the Kingdom of God to be 
at hand. His conclusions may be ignored since the cited source is not 
clear as to which sage held the views mentioned. Even A. Marinorstein's 
statement that R. Yohanan b. Zakkai expected the Messiah to come at 
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any moment since he based many of his ordinances on such an expect¬ 
ancy, (for example, in R.H. 30a he said—“speedily the Temple will be 
rebuilt,’’) cannot be taken seriously. It is true that during this time, up 
until the Bar Kokhba revolt, Jews believed the Temple would be speedily 
rebuilt. However, there was nothing Messianic about this belief. It was 
based on political and religious hope and nothing more. Urbach sees R. 
Yohanan b. Zakkai as opposing the Messianic belief. There were those 
who urged the attempt to rebuild the Temple and proclaim that the Mes¬ 
siah would come soon. It was against these that R. Yohanan b. Zakkai 
said (ARN II, 3): n»x’ oxi onV yautn Vx unpan rro man -f?: DnV’n -|V max’ dx 

pa Q,:iPT m’noi ni’no D’lV1 pan© ’Joa onV yau> unpan rra nnor xu D’jptn -p. 

(“If youth say to you, ‘Come, let us build the Temple,’ do not listen to 
them. II the aged say to you, ‘Come, let us destroy the Temple,’ listen to 
them. For the building of youth is destruction, while the destruction of 
the aged is construction”). Furthermore, R. Yohanan b. Zakkai also 
stated: p nnxi mrenn nx sum xn rru>an -p nn ip nax’i -p -pna nriM nrrn dx 
*’apm xx (“If a plant is in your hand and it is told to you that the Messiah 
is here, come and plant and then go forth to receive him”). Urbach sees 
the first statement as being against the immediate rebuilding of the Tem¬ 
ple and the second as being against the urgency of the arrival of the Mes¬ 
siah. 

That Hezekiah was assigned the role of Messiah was believed by 
some, perhaps because of the miraculous destruction of Sennacherib’s 
army. In any case, R. Yohanan b. Zakkai saw Hezekiah in this role, 
despite the contention of both Goldin and Schechter that the words 
quoted after R. Yohanan b. Zakkai's death (see Ber. 28b; PT Sola IX, 17; 
PT A. Z. Ill, I) were not his own. Certainly, the amora R. Hillel saw 
Hezekiah in the Messianic role. (See Sanh. 98b; also, the exposition of 
Bar Kappara, ibid. 94a; G. F. Moore, Judaism II, [Cambridge, 1966] p. 
347.) L. Ginzberg (Legends VI, 365, n. 67) offers a different explanation. 
Hezekiah was a scholar on a throne. R. Yohanan b. Zakkai may have 
thought of Hezekiah coming to meet him at the entrance to a better life. 
A similar incident is described in the Talmud (B.K. 11 lb), where Raba 
hoped R. Qshaya would come to meet him because he, Raba, had ex¬ 
plained one ol R. Oshaya's halakhot. Ginzberg also suggests that the 
Hezekiah in question was Hezekiah the Galilean. Geiger {Jiidische 

Zeilschrift VIII, 35) agreed. This Hezekiah was the one killed by Herod. 

Hezekiah was also looked upon as a Messianic figure in the argument 
between the Jews and Trypho as pictured by Justin Martyr in his 
Dialogues with Trypho. The verse in Psalms 110 was attributed to Jesus by 
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Trypho, while the Jews said it referred to Hezekiah. The commentaries ol 
the Middle Ages were also divided as to whom the verse refers. Thus, 
Rashi, following the sages, referred it to Abraham or Melchi^edek, while 

Ibn Ezra claimed it spoke of David. 
Another view of the Hezekiah vision is offered by Y. Iben-Shmuel 

(Midrashei Geulah [Tel Aviv, 1954], pp. 47—49), who sees R. Yohanan b. 
Zakkai forecasting an impending invasion from Parthia, while he at¬ 
tempted to alert the people to the redemption to come via Parthia. This 
theory is not borne out either by history or by the relationship ol Rome 
and Parthia during this period, and certainly not by R. Yohanan b. Zak- 
kai’s attitudes, expressed elsewhere, to Parthia and Rome. The reader is 
also urged to read the views expressed by Louis Finkelstein (Akiba, pp. 
70-71) and J. Neusner (A Life of R. Yohanan b. Zakkai [1962], pp. 228 

ff.). 
Finkelstein feels that R. Yohanan b. Zakkai was not satisfied with the 

academy he built. He apparently did not realize that Yavneh not only 
saved but enhanced Jewish culture. At the end of his life, he agonized 
whether or not he could have done more for his people while confronting 
Vespasian. Should he not have attempted to save the Temple and the 
country? He recalled Hezekiah in whose time the country was saved from 
Assyria. Why could he not have done as much and saved the country 
from Rome? Suddenly, he realized that all was well. His work had been 
approved. King Hezekiah, whom he had wanted to emulate, was there to 
welcome him. “Set the throne for Hezekiah . . . ” J. Neusner agreed with 
Finkelstein. He saw Yavneh as the sapling one had to plant even when 

the Messiah is about to arrive. 
Despite the fact that in the later periods both Christians and Jews 

variously interpreted and inferred Messianic overtones from certain 
Biblical passages, the former attributing these to Jesus, the latter to the 
future Messiah, there are many who feel that while the concept of 
redemption is Biblical, the figure of an eschatological Messiah is not 
found in the Bible. We have devoted a section to this theme. Space 
prevented us from dealing with the statement of R. Hillel: Ain mashiah 

le' Yisrael. . . (Sank. 99a). By his statement, the sage aroused the concern 
of the medieval scholars. By that time, the belief in the Messiah had been 
well established, and a statement that there is no Messiah certainly had to 
be explained. How was it possible for someone of that early period to 

deny a basic tenet of Jewish thinking? 
Rashi, in order to somehow justify the inclusion ol an individual in 

the Talmud who appeared to contradict accepted theology, and who was 
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titled rabbi, claimed that R. Hillel did not deny redemption but felt that 
God Himself would perform that act and would not delegate the task to a 
Messiah. R. David Bonvier, a student of Nahmanides, in his commentary 
to the tractate Sanhedrin, adds to what Rashi had said, that R. Hillel 
could not have thought that no redemption at all would come and Israel 
would disappear among the nations of the world. This could not be since 
the promise for the “ingathering of the exiles’’ was assured. God would 
appear immediately after the “ingathering,” revive the dead, etc. A Mes¬ 
siah was not necessary to conquer the nations. Ibn Habbib, in his 
Introduction to Ayn Yaakob, claims that Rashi only meant to defend R. 
Hillel against the charge of heresy. 

R. Shem Tob Shprot (Pardes Rimonim, p. 35) claimed that R. Hillel’s 
statement was meant to hold true only if Israel remained unfit for 
redemption. Although the Messiah would also arrive even if Israel was 
not fit for redemption, this would depend upon the “merit of the fathers” 
(zekhut aboth). This, R. Hillel felt, ran out and was completely depleted 
at the end of the First Temple. Whatever merits owing to King David 
remained, ended with Hezekiah. The result, then, would be that since 
Israel was unfit for redemption and no longer had any “merit of the 
fathers,” there would be no Messiah for Israel. In his Torat ha'Olah, the 
author continues to say that God would nevertheless bring redemption 
for His own sake, in order not to desecrate His Divine Name. 

Joseph Albo (Ikkarim I, p. 11) poses the dilemma in precise terms. If 
R. Hillel was justified that the Messianic expectations had all been ful¬ 
filled during the reign of King Hezekiah, then why was R. Joseph so 
vehemently opposed to him and why chastise him so severely? Albo con¬ 
cludes that R. Hillel, even though he did not believe in a Messiah, was 
not considered a heretic. Apparently, the concept of a Messiah was not 
an essential in Jewish theology, and therefore anyone who denies the 

principle from an honest and sincere, albeit erroneous, viewpoint is not 
to be considered a heretic, although he would be deemed a sinner. Ibn 
Zimra (IV, 186) felt that R. Hillel had erred in his thinking and therefore 
was to be considered as one constrained (anuss) and not responsible for 
his actions or thoughts. Our bibliography contains many works that deal 
with this problem. 

Neusner, on the other hand, concludes that R. Yobanan b. Zakkai 
brought forth a new approach. He felt that Rome was too powerful to en¬ 
courage any resistance to her dominion, which would be futile. As leader 
of the Jewish community, he had to combat the strong feelings held by 
some, that the destruction meant they had been rejected by God. To the 
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contrary, he taught that punishment follows sin but that redemption fol¬ 
lows repentance. Observance of God's Will prevents the conquest of 
Israel; disobedience, equals subjection. Accordingly, R. Yohanan b. Zak- 
kai's passive approach was not advocated for the sake of security but 
rather because he thought that this was a more effective means of engag¬ 
ing in a redemption program. 

According to Neusner, the same approach was taken by Rab and 
Samuel in the Sasanian era of third-century Babylonia. Jews at that time 
were again keenly sensitive to the problem of how to hasten the advent of 
the Messianic era. Samuel in Babylonia, like R. Yohanan b. Zakkai 
before him, emphasized that a precarious political position required ex¬ 
traordinary efforts on the part of Jews to reestablish, expand, and inten¬ 
sify their religious standards. In doing so, he felt, Jewry would hasten the 
eventual redemption. Thus, Samuel exclaimed: nm pD’VwD Vxiuwz; tiux 

nrfrcim mm nxtn vn rvoVon ,pxV min (“While Israel casts the words of 
Torah to the ground, these idolatrous kingdoms will decree and suc¬ 

ceed"). 
Rab also declared that when Israel improves its moral life, it will 

improve its historical conditions as well. All of these declarations had the 
effect of transferring the people’s minds from political to moral issues. 
Neusner cites numerous passages which demonstrate this passive approach. 
Thus, he cited PT R.H. Ill, 8, 59a; Lam. R. Proem II; Sukah 29b and 
other sources. However, the critical passage to the entire structure pres¬ 
ented by Neusner hails from Sanhedrin 97b concerning their debate as to 
what will bring about the redemption. xVx •nVn irnn pxi prpn iVd m nux 
^nxn tiqipw VsxV vh -iax Vxiuun .□•’mu nmwra—“Rab said: All the 
predestined dates [for redemption] have passed and the matter depends 
only on repentence and good deeds. But Samuel maintained: It is suf¬ 

ficient for a mourner to keep his mourning." 
It is clear, that Samuel meant that living in the exile itself merited 

redemption, even should Israel not repent. The Talmud equated this dis¬ 
pute to the tannaitic views expressed by R. Eliezer and R. Joshua which 
we will cite below. In any case, Neusner feels that both Rab and Samuel 
here advise the people to attempt to endure. Even Rab, who might have 
agreed that perhaps once the arrival of the Messiah depended upon a 
date alone, now fell that all dates had been passed and therefore, what 
was now required was repentance and endurance. Both preached a pas¬ 
sive approach. It is difficult to differ with the cogent, ingenious argu¬ 
ments of Neusner. His analysis is superb and broad in scope. However, if 
one looks at R. Rabbinovicz, Varae Lectiones p. 280, note 300, a variant 
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reading has R. Joshua b. Levi as the author of this statement instead of 
Samuel. It would appear that this reading is the correct one. The story of 
R. Joshua b. Levi meeting Elijah at the entrance to the cave of R. Simeon 
b. Yohai and his subsequent meeting with the Messiah in Rome (or in the 
South of Judea) is related right after Rab’s statement. R. Joshua b. Levi 
disagreed with Rab and argued that a Jew’s exile existence, like a 
mourner’s even without penitence and good deeds, will redeem him. Ac¬ 
cording to the text, the narrator was R. Alexandrai, the frequent trans¬ 
mitter of R. Joshua b. Levi’s thoughts. He, too, like R. Joshua b. Levi, 
felt that Israel would be redeemed even without repentance. His state¬ 
ment is cited in Tank. Va’era 6 and Ex. R. 5, 18. If our assumptions are 
correct, then the position of Samuel as pictured by Neusner must be 
questioned. Furthermore, Neusner claims that while Samuel warned of 
catastrophies which would accompany the Messiah and that the Mes¬ 
sianic age would contain no miraculous changes but that the poor would 
still be poor, etc., Rab, on the other hand, forecast that conditions would 
change drastically and for the better. Unfortunately, the passages cited, 
Ketubot 112b and especially Berakhot 17a, refer to Olam Haba ah. 

Neusner also claims that Samuel discouraged public fasts other than the 
ninth of Ab since such fasts aroused the people’s hopes for better days 
and they might act on such hopes. Neusner, here, confused two state¬ 
ments made by Samuel. The one he cited, Pesahitn 54b *?aaa ma’X myn px, 
aside from the historical difficulties it presents, as Has been noted by A. 
Marmorstein, “Amidah of Fast Days,” JQR (January, 1925), pp. 409ff., 
certainly would not substantiate Neusner’s view. First, if any fast would 
arouse the hopes of the people, it would be the ninth day of Ab. Many 
have seen this as the reason behind R. Judah the Prince’s attempt to nul¬ 
lify this fast (or at least, when it was transferred from the Sabbath to Sun¬ 
day). One should also see the views expressed by the classical commen¬ 
taries such as the Tosafot, Ta'anii 1 lb, .v.v. ayn; Nissim Gerondi, adloc.; 

and Meiri, ad loc. In any case, Samuel here was against granting the 
technical Timf myn, a “public fast” to additional fast days, and was not 
against fasts by the populace. In another statement, Taanit 11a mx 
xmn X"ip3 myna aurrn Va Vxidu?, Samuel expressed his opposition to 
asceticism rather than to any overzealous Messianic hopes that might 
drive the people to foolish and risky activism. A similar view was expres¬ 
sed by the tannaitic R. Eleazar Ha-Kappor. [See also the editor’s “The 
Guilt-Offering of the Defiled Nazrite,” JQR (April, 1970), vol. LX, pp. 
345-52.] 

Despite these exceptions, we do agree with Neusner’s basic conclu- 
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sion, at least as far as Samuel is concerned. He was the champion of es¬ 
tablishing good working relationships with the reigning power and of 
playing down everything that might arouse activistic approaches. His rul¬ 
ing that keriah (renting one's garment when in mourning) was not re¬ 
quired for Jews who fought alongside the Romans and who were slain in 
battle (M.K. 26a) demonstrates this. Obedience to the reigning power was 
part of his modus vivendi. (See B.B. 3b and his major principle of Dina 

D' Malkhuta Dina. This principle surely emphasizes a recognition of the 
just nature of the governmental edicts, taxes and courts). 

However, we disagree with Neusner’s assessment of Rab’s viewpoint. 
Rab opposed Samuel’s friendship with Shapur. He accused Shapur of ex¬ 
tortion (B.M. 70b and the commentators ad. loc. Even though Ex. R. 31, 
10 would indicate that this statement was uttered in praise of Shapur, 
however, W. Bacher, Die Agada der Babylonischen Amoraer, 23 correctly 
sees this as sarcastically phrased). Rab, basically, was anti-Persian. He 
saw the Messiah as being of the Davidic line, like the Nasi, and therefore 
tied the Messianic expectations to Judea rather than to Babylonia. Thus, 
he also said: “Persia will eventually fall into the hands of Rome.” 
(Sanhedrin, 98b, Yoma, 10a). Equally, he said that it would be better to be 
under Rome than Persia (Shabbat, 1 la). Neusner’s matter-of-fact accep¬ 
tance of the text of Horiyot, lib as a Palestinian affirmation of the 
Babylonian claim to be descendants of David is also questionable. The 
entire text is reversed in the Palestinian Midrash Ve-Hizhir(for details see 
my Jewish Law in the Diaspora: Confrontation and Accommodation). 

The students of R. Yohanan b. Zakkai, R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus and R. 
Joshua, equally disputed this issue concerning redemption, iQ*ix my'Vx n 
px nmum puny px dx V'x .pVxju px ixV dxi p^xh rrnum puny Vxnur ox 
pnrwi nmum puny Vx-ium pns mu?p vnvrau? pb T»y& rrspn x*?x ?pVxm 
sdid1? (R. Eliezer said: “If Israel repents they will be redeemed; if not, they 
will not be redeemed.” R. Joshua said to him: “If they do not repent, they 
will not be redeemed? The Holy One, blessed be He, will place over them 
a king whose decrees will be as harsh as Haman’s and the Israelites will 
repent and return to doing good” [Sanh. 97b—98a]). 

It is quite clear that the view of R. Eliezer is that the redemption is 
directly dependent upon repentance. With it, the redemption will come; 
without it, Israel will not be redeemed. The problem is the view of R. 
Joshua. From his question, ‘And if Israel does not repent, will they not 
be redeemed?,’ it would seem that his view is that whether or not Israel 
repents, the redemption will come. R. Joshua could not conceive of God 
allowing Israel to languish in an eternal exile. The problem arises with 
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the last part of the statement concerning the installation of a king whose 
decrees will be like Hainan’s. If these words are part of R. Joshua’s state¬ 
ment, does he then agree with R. Eliezer that repentance is an essential 
prerequisite and should Israel not initiate repentance on its own, God 
will send a wicked king whose decrees will provoke Israel to turn to God 
whether they want to or not? In other words, the only distinction between 
R. Eliezer and R. Joshua is whether or not Israel must repent of their 
own accord. Should they fail to do so, R. Eliezer claims that God will not 
intervene, while R. Joshua claims that God will forcefully induce Israel to 
repent. Consequently, both agree that redemption without repentance is 
an impossibility. The Palestinian Talmud rejects this entirely. Its text 
reads as follows:... oVivV phas pR nawn p®w Virntr* pR or, “If Israel does 
not repent, it will never be redeemed.” To which R. Joshua retorted: ■oi 

ptocu jrR nmrcn wr rVi Vr-iut nor dr, “If Israel stands pat and does 
not repent, will they never be redeemed?” Now, instead of the next word 
reading “etah-but”, which would merely continue the words of R. 
Joshua, the Palestinian Talmud’s text states V'R, that is, R. Eliezer 
responded that a king will arise whose decrees will be as Haman’s, etc. 
One can easily see the cause for the scribal confusion between the word 
R*?R and the abbreviation of V"R. In any case, according to the Palestinian 
Talmud, the dispute is far more sharp. R. Eliezer requires repentance as a 
prerequisite to redemption while R. Joshua does not. It was R. Eliezer 
who added that if Israel does not repent by its own volition, God will in¬ 
tervene and cause Israel’s repentence by means of an evil king. However, 
to R. Joshua, redemption is completely in God’s hands. He will decide 
when it is to come about and Israel’s deeds have no bearing on the mat¬ 
ter. 

The Talmud then cites a series of biblical verses, ostensibly cited by 
the two disputants, to substantiate their points of view. The last of these 
verses was cited by R. Joshua. The Talmud then ends the discussion with 
“iiy^R '*1 pVno’R—R. Eliezer went away or R"i j?nu?—R. Eliezer kept silent. 
Most commentaries see this ending as a sign that R. Eliezer conceded the 
argument in favor of R. Joshua. His silence was considered tantamount 
to admission that R. Joshua was correct. The problem with this in¬ 
terpretation is that subsequently, all the amqraim and the later sages ac¬ 
cepted R. Eliezer’s point of view, namely, that the Messianic age will only 
be ushered in by Israel’s repentance. 

We therefore suggest that the phrase at the end of the Talmudic dis- 
ciission did not signify capitulation, but rather that R. Eliezer walked 
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away from the discussion convinced that there was no point in continuing 

the dispute. Another verse, or yet another verse would not alter the 
stance taken by each of the disputants. R. Eliezer did not concede his 
position; rather, he recognized the futility in continuing the attempt to 
win over the other side. 

The same sages also disputed the time of the redemption. R. Eliezer 
maintained redemption will arrive in the month of Tishrei, while R. 
Joshua said it will be in Nisan. These were not two unrelated disputes but 
were really part of the same outlooks. R. Eliezer did not intend his state¬ 
ment to be taken literally. To him, redemption without repentance was 
inconceivable. Since no one can foretell when Israel will repent, no speci¬ 
fic time can be forecast when the redemption will come. R. Eliezer felt 
that redemption was totally an internal affair, not at all dependent upon 
God’s Will but upon Israel’s moral behavior. He, therefore, pointed to 
the month of Tishrei, indicating a period of penitence. In fact, R. Eliezer 
added Dnxoa irmaNO rrnny ma—'“it was on Rosh Hashanah that 
slavery was ended in Egypt and our ancestors ceased their toil”, as if to 
say, even if the Exodus took place in Nisan, slavery ended in Tishrei. 

In essence, then, R. Eliezer felt that redemption is clearly dependent 
upon repentance. It is not an eschatological phenomenon which has its 
own existence. It has no fixed time. Redemption will come when Jews 
repent. R. Joshua opposed this view. It is inconceivable to him that Israel 
will not be redeemed even if she does not repent. He felt that redemption 
is an independent phenomenon and will arrive no matter what Israel does 
or does not do. He paralleled the first redemption with the ultimate one. 
Just as the first redemption from Egypt came about even though the 
Israelites were steeped in iniquity and did not repent their ways, yet God 
redeemed them, so it will come about at the end when Israel will be re¬ 
deemed even without repentance no matter how deeply entrenched in spi¬ 
ritual mire they might be. To R. Joshua, the redemption was totally re¬ 
legated to God, Who will decide the time of the Messiah’s arrival. Again, 
just as with the Egyptian Exodus a specific date was designated, so also 
will the Messiah arrive at a specific date, known only to God. Tanhuma 

(Behukotai, ed. Buber, 3) adds to R. Joshua’s statement: nawn puny pa 
pVioa to ppn T17W jro puny piw pm (“Whether they repent or not, as soon 
as the End comes, they will be redeemed”). According to Urbach, the 
redemption in question refers to the Messianic age. R. Eliezer has no 
ppn ny—no “End.” As a result, there is no point to attempt to calculate 
when this “End” will come. Contrariwise, R. Joshua makes room for 
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the ’aumo—the calculators of the “End.” His view also allows for the 
Hehlei mashiah, the birth pangs of the Messiah, which are to precede the 
advent of the Messiah. 

The redemption of which these sages spoke referred to the natural 
restoration of peace, political autonomy, and freedom, the restoration of 
the Temple, etc., none of which is eschatological in nature. Even the 
harsh king was not meant to be a miraculous occurrence, but a gradual 
process compared to the gradual rise of Haman. This king, like Haman, 
will take advantage of circumstances that will place him in power. He will 
bide his time and find the right moment to issue his evil decrees. These 
will eventually become so fierce that they will make Israel look 
heavenward for redemption. This is repentance. However, neither sage 
spoke of an eschatological, Messianic redemption. 

When one examines rabbinic sources, both tannaitic and amoraic, it 
becomes evident that the sages rejected R. Joshua's view. They concluded 
that God can redeem Israel even prior to the “End.” They also did not 
fully agree with R. Eliezer’s view. They believed that God's grace could 
overcome all. Finding themselves in the post—Bar Kokhba era, they com¬ 
pared themselves to the period of the Exodus. Just as Israel then was not 
fit for redemption, yet the redemption came, so it was possible in their 
own day. For additional information, we recommend that the reader 
look at the view expressed in the Mekhilta (Bo V, 5, ed. Hurwitz, p. 14) 
and A. Marmorstein, “The Idea of Redemption in the Aggada of the 
Tannaim and Amoraim” (in Hebrew, Memorial Volume Studies in Jewish 

Theology [London, 1950], p. 17—76). 
Jacob Neusner, (op. cit. p. 54), presents an intriguing interpretation of 

the intense struggle for power between the Babylonian Exilarchs and the 
rabbis. He claims that the basis of the power of the Exilarchs was the 
“Messiah Myth,” while the power of the rabbis rested on the “Torah 
Myth.” Thus, as one example, Neusner interprets R. Nahman's state¬ 
ment (Sanh. 98b): Kr inpa iVunoi tthx rrm 'kw kik pa Kin K^n p "K 
(“If the Messiah is of the living, then he is one as I, for it is said, kAnd 
their nobles shall be of themselves, and their governors shall proceed 
from their midst' [Jer. 30:21]''). In other words, R. Nahman felt that if 
the Exilarchate is considered self-rule, its existence fulfills Jeremiah’s 
promise that the Messianic era is to be when Jews govern themselves. In 
this manner he interpreted the phrase “nobles shall be of themselves, 
governors shall proceed from their midst.” To him, the Exilarch was the 
scion of David and governed. His edicts are legitimate and must be 
obeyed. Obedience, therefore, fulfills the Messianic role. The Exilarch's 
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power was not seen in terms of Persian power but as totally legitimate 

from the standpoint of Jewish tradition. 
On the other hand, Neusner claims, the rabbis saw observance of the 

Torah as the prerequisite to the advent of the Messianic age. This Torah, 
first revealed to Moses, then handed over to the prophets and eventually 
received by the sages, was best understood by the latter, who expressed 
the full Will of God. Since the rule of the rabbis was based on Torah, it 
was not mere governing that was of greatest import but the qualities of 

justice, righteousness, etc. 
The pivotal point of their dispute was that the sages claimed the 

redemption can only come by means of a moral reformation, which was 
basically the core of their rule. The Exilarchs saw themselves as the 
“stand-ins” for the Messiah. As long as they ruled, “the scepter had not 
departed.” They were the link between David of the past and David of 

the future. 
In the generation before the destruction of the Second Temple, there 

were some vague indications of Messianic movements. Greenstone con¬ 
cluded that the time was acute for the advent of a Messiah. However, he 
feels that this was due to the cruelty of the Roman procurators. They 
forced some Jews to join the Ebionites or the Nazarenes, whose central 
philosophy revolved around a Messiah; some were slaughtered by the 
Romans when they joined demagogues with Messianic claims, men such 
as Theudas and Simon of Cyprus; while others, who attempted to resist 
Titus, had not time left for Messianic ideas. It seems to this writer, 
however, that these Messianic indications were not due to increased 
Roman persecutions but to the popular belief that the chronology of that 
day was ripe for Messianism. For detailed information, the reader might 
consult the work by A. Z. Eshkoli cited in the bibliography. 

//. Natural and Supernatural Messianism 

The idea of a Messiah in Judaism centered around a human figure. He 
may have been assigned exceptional qualities of wisdom and under¬ 
standing; he was to bring peace and a just life to Israel and to mankind, 
but he was never more than a being of flesh and blood. Israel will be 
redeemed from all oppression; the yoke of the exile will be removed; the 
exiles will be gathered-in; the kingship of Israel will be restored and the 
world will recognize the sovereignty of God. None ol these will be 
brought about by means other than natural ones. The third-century 
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amora, Samuel, best described it when he said (Ber. 34b): run nViy pa px 
tdVd mroV& tdspu; xVx mp&n nwV (“There is no difference between this 
world and the Days of the Messiah except the bondage of foreign 
powers"). Even those who spoke of a supernatural Messianic era, which 
would be preceded by supernatural events and a radical transformation 

of the world, still spoke of it as being this-worldly. 
Some sages, who accepted the supernatural nature of the Messianic 

era, claimed (Pes. R. 2,3): iVd dVwh Vdd v,xi nvnV d'Vtwt sttw (“In 
the future, Jerusalem will be expanded to the size of Eretz Yisrael and 
Eretz Yisrael as the entire world"). Another statement said that the ex¬ 
pansion of Jerusalem will equal the amount a horse travels in one half a 
day (Pes. 50a). Nevertheless, all Jews will come to pray in Jerusalem 
because the clouds will carry them and bring them to their destination. 
All kinds of fantastic tales were spun. Jerusalem will be filled with 
precious stones and anyone may take of them to his heart’s desire. In 
monetary disputes between two Jews, both will come to Jerusalem to ad¬ 
judicate their dispute before the Messiah. However, as soon as they cross 
the border into Jerusalem, their dispute will be settled. The defendant will 
pay the demand with the jewels of Jerusalem (Pes. d'R. Kahane 127a). 

Despite these and other miraculous tales, it was believed that life dur¬ 
ing the Messianic age would still be normal. The Messiah will build the 
Temple; the priests will sacrifice therein; the Levites will chant the Psalms 
and the Torah will be the same. All of these are amoraic statements. In 
fact, in tannaitic literature, the Messiah has no miraculous powers. He is 
no wonder-worker. These miraculous descriptions of the Messianic age 
are, therefore, the vivid imagination of what Jews thought the Messianic 
age would be like. Similar traditions were found in the Pseudepigraphal 
literature, which was not the literature of the mainstream of Judaism. 
Despite the fact that some statements, such as the passage related in the 
name of R. Gamaliel (Shah. 30b and Ket. 111b), appear to be tannaitic, 
they can easily be shown to be of amoraic origin. Many of these passages 
of the amoraim were prefaced by the phrase nann *7X (“Do not be 
astounded . . . "). Phrases such as these obviously show that the author 
himself recognized the exaggeration in which he was about to engage. 

III. Jewish and Christian Doctrines of the Messiah 

The idea of the Messiah in Christianity stemmed almost completely from 
the apocalyptic, supernatural expression of the Messianic hope. It is 
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totally based on the personality of the Messiah. Because of the political 
failure ol Jesus and the fear of Roman power, political redemption was 
looked upon as a Jewish problem, while spiritual redemption was con¬ 
sidered a world problem. 

Whereas Klausner, despite some basic differences, still described the 
redemption ideas of Judaism and Christianity as essentially the same, G. 
Scholem, on the other hand, saw them as totally different, and therefore 
their ideas of the Messiah are totally different. In Judaism, redemption 
was a public, outer event, which was to take place on the stage of human 
history. In Christianity, redemption concerns the private world of every 
individual, the spiritual world within the soul of a person. In Judaism, 
Messianism was to take place in the distant future and at the end of 
history, while in Christianity it is the basis of the historical process. 

Judaism and Christianity also differed in one other major point. To 

Christianity, the following words of Jeremiah were uniquely significant: 
non nan hpx onxo pxa □x^'in1? dto ^inn ova nrvnx nx thd ntyx nnaa x*7 

own nnx b’xw* ma nx max nwx nnan hxt *0 /n mx: na 'nbm *02x1 w-ia nx 

□vV ^ vw nam D’nVxV anV ’n«m naanax mb Van 0 anpa win nx *nm n 0x3 ann 
(“Not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the day 
that 1 took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt; 
which my covenant they broke, although I was a lord over them, saith the 
Lord. But this shall be the covenant that I will make with the House of 
Israel: After those days, saith the Lord, I will put my law in the inward 
parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be their God, and they will be 
my people'’ [Jer. 31:31—32]). 

Christians saw this as a declaration that law-and-book religion would 
be abrogated and at the End all such restricting things would vanish. 
Instead, recognition of God that stems from within a person will take its 
place and will not be based on the letter of the law. Christianity saw a 
“new covenant,” where inward fulfillment of the old code would be pos¬ 
sible. It was no longer necessary to have an external law, but all will de¬ 
pend on the inner, human personality. The stress and emphasis was 
placed upon such phrases as “in the heart” and the “inner parts.” 

A utopian Messianism always implied that the End would culminate 
in the perfection of Jewish law. Only in the Messianic age can all of 
halakhah be fulfilled. The phrase hilkhata le'meshiha meant that Jewish 
law could only be realized in its totality in a world ruled by the Messiah. 
It is true that Torah was not considered subject to change. It was a Torah 

lemimah and eternal. Nevertheless, there were those who concluded that 
the Messiah would enhance the understanding of the present Torah and 
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allow everyone to come to a closer comprehension of the Divine. On the 
other hand, since the Messiah would usher in a period where the good 
ultimately triumphs and where no evil exists, there were those who 
wondered: Why bother with the mitzvoth? After all, their purpose is es¬ 
sentially to allow for the discrimination between good and evil. 
Christianity, therefore, concluded that the Messianic age ushers jn a time 
of anarchy, freedom from religious law. All of Paulinian theology was 
based on the idea that the law is to be abrogated with the advent of the 
Messiah. The crux of the difference between Jewish and Christian 
religion hinges on this one basic principle. 

The question to which Paul addressed himself was not just the 
problem of 7rvzvfia, the spirit of the law, versus jpa/ipa, the letter of the 
law. The Messianic fulfillment led Paul to conclude that the time had 
come for the annulment of the Torah. With the advent of a Messiah, he 
felt, men had no longer a need for a Torah to be liberated from sin. All 
that would be achieved by the Messiah. 

R. Bultmann (in his Theologie des Neuen Testaments [Tubingen, 
1953], p. 55) describes the early Christian community as having an am¬ 
bivalent attitude to Torah. They might even have been afraid to accept 
Paul’s ideas about shedding Torah law. Urbach, in his book The Sages, 

claims that Jews were not yet concerned with Christian theology but were 
ready to point out their inconsistencies. Urbach feels that this was the 
purpose of the sarcastic tale told concerning Imma Shalom and her 
brother R. Gamaliel. 

Imma Shalom, R. Eliezer’s wife, was the sister of R. Gamaliel. In her 

neighborhood, there was a certain philosopher who had a good reputation 

that he did not accept bribes. They sought to expose him so she brought him 

a golden lamp and said to him, “I desire that a share be given me in my 

father’s estate." He said to them, “Divide it." He [R. Gamaliel] said to him, 

“It is decreed for us, ‘Where there is a son, a daughter does not inherit.'" He 

replied, “From the day that you were exiled from your land, the Law of 

Moses has been taken away, and the law of the Evangelion has been given, 
and in it is written, ‘A son and a daughter inherit equally.’" The next day, he 

[R. Gamaliel] brought him a Libyan ass. He [the judge] said to them, “Look 

at the end of the book and in it is written, ‘I came not to destroy the Law of 

Moses nor to add to the Law of Moses,' and in it is written, ‘A daughter does 

not inherit where there is a son.’" She said to him, “Let your light shine as a 

lamp!" R. Gamaliel said to her, “The ass has come and knocked over the 

lamp!" [Shah. 116a—b] 
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We disagree with Urbach's assessment of the incident. First of all, 
during the period of R. Gamaliel there was great concern with Christian 
inroads. The Birkhat Haminim (the blessing against the apostates), the 
changes in terminology as well as ritual, and many other indications all 
show this great concern. The story of Imma Shalom and R. Gamaliel also 
helps point out their anti-Paulinian ideas. These, of course, became 
stronger by the end of the tannaitic era, when Christian ideology also 
became more clear and set along the teachings of Paul. Thus, concerning 
Psalm 136, which contains twenty-six verses, each of which gives thanks 
to the Almighty and uses the word hodu (“Give thanks"), R. Joshua b. 
Levi said: “To what do these twenty-six hodus [‘give thanks'] correspond? 
To the twenty-six generations which the Holy One, blessed be He, created 
in His world; though he did not give them the Torah, He sustained them 
by His grace." This statement refers to the twenty-six generations from 
Adam to Moses, who could not sustain themselves by their deeds since 
no Torah had yet been given, yet who nevertheless were sustained by 
God's grace. It obviously shows that grace was required as long as Torah 
had not yet been given. It opposes the Paulinian idea that Torah was sup¬ 
planted by grace. 

The term unx “in, usually and erroneously translated “son of man," 
has great significance to Christian theology and has had many interpreta¬ 
tions. We offer one interpretation by N. Schmidt, who does not see this 
as a Messianic term, in the third section of this book. Others, such as 
Bacon, Dalman, Klausner, P. Parker, and Edwin A. Abbott, agree with 
him. In opposition, Eduard Meyer and R. H. Charles argue that the 
phrase cannot just mean “man," since in the New Testament the “son of 
man" was given authority to forgive sin and is lord over the Sabbath. 

Prof. M. S. Enslin, in his The Prophet from Nazareth (New York, 
1961), partially recognized that in these cases the only proper translation 
is “man" and not “son of man." Prof. Zeitlin pointed out (JQR, October 
1961, p. 188 and elsewhere) that the translation of this phrase as “son of 
man" is based on a mistranslation. The Aramaic has the meaning of 
“man," while the Greek translators of the Gospels thought that wdn “D 
meant “son of man." 

IV. The Two Messiahs 

The Bar Kokhba revolt gave great impetus to the Messianic idea. Despite 
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his central role as leader of Palestinian Jewry, we know almost nothing 
about the life of Bar Kokhba. Who was he? What was his name? How did 
he conduct himself up to and during the rebellion? All we really know 
about him is that he was killed in battle when Betar fell. We are not even 
sure of his name. In the Talmud, he is referred to as Bar Kokhba and Bar 
Kosiba. Some of the Jewish Chroniclers, as, for example lbn Daud in his 

Sefer Hakabbalah, call him Bar Kosiba, while others, such as Gedaliah 

lbn Yahya in his Shalsheleth Hakabbalah, call him Bar Kokhba. Justin 
Martyr, who lived during this period, calls him Yet many 
modern scholars have insisted that his name was Bar Kosiba and that 
Kosiba was either his father or the town of his birth. Fora full discussion 
of these sources, we urge the reader to study the work by S. Yeivin en¬ 

titled Milhemeth Bar Kokhba. Yeivin concluded that Bar Kosiba was so 
named because of the community from which he hailed, since he could 
find no such Hebrew name as Kosiba. Indeed, the Jews of that era 
avoided all names that had some evil or sinister connotation (Sanh. 82b). 
Similarly, Bar Kokhba must also stem from his community since there is 
no Hebrew name Kokhba. Yeivin, then, speculates upon two 
communities—one of which, Kaukab, about 12.5 kilometers northeast 
of Zezun, is mentioned by the Church Fathers. The second, in the 
Galilee, is an Arab town by the same name about 4 kilometers northwest 
of Kufr Manda. This last-named community is in the vicinity of 
Nazareth, where many families claimed to be descended from the House 
of David. According to Christian tradition, the Romans, during the time 
of Hadrian and Domitian, searched for descendants of the Davidic fami¬ 
ly in the vicinity of Nazareth. It follows, says Yeivin, that Bar Kokhba 
considered himself to be a descendant of the House of David. Without 
this the sages, especially R. Akiba, would never have supported him or 
considered him to be the Messiah. 

Contrariwise, S. Zeitlin, in an article entitled “Bar Kokba and Bar 
Kozeba” {JQR, vol. XLIII [July 1952], pp. 77—82), points out that when 
the sages of that period wanted to describe the place from which someone 
hailed, they used the word ish followed by the name of city. For example, 
there were d tdd urx htis urx -mm p *»o*n omn and others. 
However, the word bar is never used for this purpose in tannaitic 
writings, the New Testament, or Josephus. Secondly, had his name been 
Kozeba, those opposed would surely have played up the connotation of 
liar and claimed failure for the rebellion right from the outset. Thus, 
Zeitlin concluded that his surname was Bar Kokhba and his proper name 
was Simon, as evident from the coins that bore his name. Why was he 
called Bar Kokhba? R. Akiba considered him to be the Messiah and in- 
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terpreted the words in Numbers 24:17—npsro ddid yn (“There shall step 
forth a star out of Jacob”)—as referring to the leader of the revolt. 

Klausner emphasizes that the fact that Bar Kokhba was accepted 
even though he was not of Davidic origin merely highlights how strong 
the Messianic hopes were at that time. It proves to him also that this era 
emphasized the political aspect of the Messianic hope only. 

There is no question that Klausner erred regarding Bar Kokhba's 
non-Davidic origin. The exchange between R. Akiba and Yohanan b. 
Torta, where the latter argued: “Akiba! Grass will grow on your cheeks 
but the Son of David will not have come,” proves the error. Had Bar 
Kokhba not been a scion of the House of David, Yohanan b. Torta could 
easily have demolished R. Akiba’s support of Bar Kokhba. The fact is 
that no one would have accepted Bar Kokhba without Davidic 
background. However, Bar Kokhba's statement as he went to battle, 
yiODn nVi Tivon nV kdVsh nmn (“Master of the World, we do not need 
Your assistance, but do not help our enemy”—FT Taan. 4, 68d; compare 
with Lam. R. II, 2, where it was said by two brothers and not Bar 
Kokhba), indicates that this was not a spiritual but rather a political, 
national revolt. It was probably for this reason that many of the sages op¬ 
posed R. Akiba and the revolt. 

The traumatic experience of Bar Kokhba’s failure and the persecu¬ 
tions that followed brought sharp reactions to the Messianic hopes. With 
the Bar Kokhba rebellion ending in disaster, the concept of two Mes¬ 
siahs, the Messiah b. Joseph and the Messiah b. David, seems to have 
been created. Their origin and purpose have been the subject of great 
debate. We have devoted one section to the analysis of this phenomenon 
in Jewish life. Scholars have been faced with the reality that two Messiahs 
are mentioned in Jewish eschatology. However, the sources are scant and 
little information is available to us. The first question to be answered is: 
When did the idea of a second Messiah develop? If, as many scholars feel, 
the idea originated after the Bar Kokhba revolt, then the following ad¬ 
ditional questions must be resolved: 

1. What was the purpose of a second Messiah? 
2. Why did this idea develop just at this time? 
3. Why was the second Messiah of the tribe of Joseph? 
4. Why was he to die in battle? 
5. Is there a connection between the dying Messiah b. Joseph and the 

suffering servant of Christianity? 
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We have presented two articles that deal with the subject from dif¬ 

ferent standpoints. Other works on this theme, such as the writings ol 

Aptowitzer, Ginzberg, Dix, Wieder, Kuhn, Von Wunde, Moore, and 

Hurwitz, are presented in the bibliography. Some of them trace this idea 

to different time periods. Some speak of a Messiah of Judah (Israel) and 

of Aaron, Melchizedek, Elijah, etc. Still others felt there were many Mes¬ 

siahs in early history. Klausner here expands his theory to include both 

Messiahs. To him, the Messiah b. Joseph served as the political Messiah, 

while the Messiah b. David served as a spiritual Messiah. However, 

Klausner fails to answer the many questions we listed above. 

V. Messianic Phenomena: Speculation and Calculations 

One problem which was never quite resolved in Jewish thinking con¬ 

cerned the arrival of the Messiah. Was the Messianic idea dependent 

upon human action, and therefore could the Messiah be induced to arrive 

at any time, or did the Messianic dream not include human responsibility 

and determination to do something about its realization, but was left to 

the complete discretion of God? Messianic activism, lured by utopian 

ends, always urged man’s participation in his own destiny. Many rab¬ 

binic sages, however, warned against “forcing the End,” threats that were 

resented by the revolutionary minds. 

Those who left the Messianic arrival completely to God encouraged 

calculations as to the Messiah’s arrival date. Much opposition arose. 

Some were opposed because they feared popular disillusionment when 

calculated dates came and went without the Messiah’s arrival, thus the 

statement of R. Jonathan: prp *ou;nD pxy non (“May the bones of the 

calculators of the End rot”). The opposition of others was prompted by 

the fear of possible misuse of such calculations by those who falsely 

claimed Messiahship. Finally, Christian polemicists often used such 

calculations to prove the Messiahship of Jesus. We have presented a 

number of articles which concern themselves with such calculations and 

their methods. 

The last section of the book is a collection of various ideas that were 

associated with Messianism. Certainly not enough is included, but at 

least the reader will be able to sample some of the themes discussed. 

Judaism speaks of hehlei mashiah, the birth pangs of the Messiah. 

Christianity speaks of a “suffering servant.” However, these are not to be 

interchanged. The Jewish idea of heblei mashiah refers to the suffering 
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that is to be visited upon the world prior to the advent of the Messiah. 

Nor is the War of Gog and Magog, whether at the beginning or the end 

of the Messianic age, to be misconstrued as part of a “suffering messiah" 

theory. In Judaism, it was thought of as the last struggle between the 

forces of good and evil. All of these events are to be this-worldly. We 

have also included brief articles concerning the regeneration of the world. 

It has been pointed out that eschatology and myth are related to each 

other. Myth gives a picture of the unknown past. It graphically describes 

the origin of things. More than that, it projects a particular story into its 

universal or ideal sense. Eschatology does the same, except that, instead 

of the past, it deals with the future. Since it is impossible for people to as¬ 

sess the past or the future except through their imaginations, we tend to 

see the past or the future in terms of an ideal past and an ideal future. 

It becomes quite evident, then, how a kind of Messianic parallelism 

between the ideal past and the ideal future arose. Prompted by a host of 

national disasters, loss of land, loss of independence, loss of Temple, etc., 

combined with a firm determination to continue existence as a people, 

the Messianic idea became prominent in Jewish life. Probably far more 

responsible was the firm belief that God is a God of Justice, and inherent 

in His very existence is the restoration of Israel which He had promised. 

In order to vindicate his own Name—idw omi jra&’i—and 

fulfill His own Word, God will send a redeemer. 

The sages recognized this parallelism. They spoke of the Exodus as 

the geulah rishonah, the “first redemption," and Moses as the goel rishon, 

the “first redeemer." They spoke of the Messianic age as the geulah 

aharona, the “ultimate redemption," and the Messiah as the goel aharon, 

the “ultimate redeemer" (Gen. R. 85; Exod. R. I; Tanh., Shemot 8; 

Tazriah 8; Sanh. 19b). Just as Moses was raised in the House of Pharaoh 

in Egypt, so the Messiah will be in Rome. Both had to appear and then 

hide. Just as Moses crossed from Midian to Egypt riding on an ass, so 

will the Messiah arrive riding on an ass. Just as Moses gave water in the 

desert, so the Messiah will make rivers flow in the desert (Koh. R. I, 9). 

Since the golden age of ancient Jewry took place during the Davidic 

days, and the Messianic idea became the Jewish hope to regain the “good 

old days," it is no wonder that David, or the scion of David, was to be the 

Messiah. Furthermore, being essentially a political idea, it was tied to the 

real, historical line of David, King of Israel. How did David reach this 

status? First of all, as we have stated, the Davidic age was considered, 

politically or otherwise, the best of all ages. Secondly, the unique position 
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of Judah in terms of leadership was enunciated as early as the Blessings of 
Jacob at the end of Genesis. Space does not allow us to discuss the impor¬ 
tant phrase nV»w XT *3 iv (“until he will come to Shilo” — Gen. 49:10) and 
the key word “Shilo,” which still has not clearly been defined, thereby 
leaving the entire passage, at best, ambiguous. Furthermore, Nathan the 
prophet forecast (II Sam. 7:16):psj rrsr -jkod dVw iv imn pun 
□Viy *ry (“And thy house and thy kingdom shall be established forever 
before thee; thy throne shall be established forever”). 

It was accepted that authority was here granted to the Davidic House 
to be the kings over Israel, as well as the Divine promise for their eternal 
existence. In some instances, this was interpreted to refer to specific kings 
who historically fulfilled the prophecy. In time, since reality had not real¬ 
ly sated Jewish expectancy, the prophecy was reinterpreted, adjusted, and 
cast forward in time to an eschatological fulfillment. 

These, except for the last, are all amoraic statements. In the earlier 
period, as in the amoraic period, it appears that the Messianic idea, im¬ 
portant as it may have been, had not assumed the status of a creed. In¬ 
dividuals, and perhaps even groups of sages, had deep feelings concern¬ 
ing the Messianic idea, but the fact remains that R. Judah the Prince did 
not include the Messianic idea in the Mishnah. The two references that 
are made are not clear. Once it is found in the tractate Sotah 49b, which is 
not a Mishnah but a baraita, and a second time in the tractate Berakhoth 
12b, where it refers to Olam Habaah, the Future World, and not to the 
Messianic age, as can be determined by a comparison between this text 
and the text of the Palestinian Talmud. In any case, the fact that R. Judah 
omitted from Mishnah Sanhedrin a statement concerning the Messianic 
belief equal to the statements made concerning the belief in Torah min 
Shomayim (the Divine, heavenly origin of Torah) and Resurrection, leads 
one to wonder what the status of the Messianic idea really was at the 
beginning of the third century of the common era. 

The literature on the subject of Messianism in the Talmudic era is 
vast. The problem an editor of a volume such as this one faces is not what 
to include but what to leave out. The constraints on this work, such as the 
size of the volume and the limitation as to the number of articles permit¬ 
ted in a language other than English, are crucial. In addition, problems of 
copyright limited the selections severely. Important areas, such as the 
place and functions of Elijah, the differences between Olam Habaah (the 
World to Come) and Yemoth Hamashiah (the Messianic days), the Mes¬ 
siah in prayer, and many more had to be omitted. We have attempted to 
include some of the omitted material in our bibliography. 
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One word about the blurred definitions of the terms Olam Habaah 

and Yemoth Hamashiah. In rabbinic sources they are often interchanged, 
while at other times they stand for different concepts. Modern scholars 
have dillered. While Klausner considers them to be different, Schurer 
sees them as one and the same. There is no doubt that Klausner is cor¬ 
rect. Both terms refer to a time to come, and therefore the confusion 
arose. One possible sign that might distinguish the terms is this: if the 
statement contains either material or political hopes, it refers to the Mes¬ 
sianic age; however, if there are also references to resurrection, life after 
death, Garden of Eden, Gehenna, etc., it refers to Olam Habaah. Hruby, 
whose article we have included, sees Olam Habaah as not being con¬ 
nected to Israel’s national expectations. It is a personal expectation, 
dependent upon the Justice of God, individual merit, the concept of 
Reward and Punishment, and the eternity of the soul. It is true that in¬ 
dividual merit does not allow itself to be separated from the ultimate fate 

°f f^e entire nation. God’s justice encompasses both nation and in¬ 
dividual. However, an individual’s fate depends upon his own moral 
status and not upon a redeemer. The conclusion, then, is that entrance to 
Olam Habaah is the reward lor the righteous, who do so via resurrection. 
The sinners are punished by having no part in resurrection. There are 
numerous discussions by the sages concerning who will or will not have a 
share in Olam Habaah, but never once is there such a discussion concern¬ 
ing the Messianic era. 

The first clear mention of resurrection in the Bible is in the Book of 
Daniel (12:1): nsy naix nur-a o’an .nsoa aina xxan Va -jay aVa’ trnn ns?ai 
Q’aan ’p’txoi srpin ama wnr o’V’awam dVij? pxnV main1? nVxi oViy lx’p’ 

avi oViy1? D’aaiaa. (“ . .. and at that time, your people shall be delivered, 
everyone that shall be lound written in the book. And many of them that 
sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life and 
some to shame and everlasting contempt. And they that are wise shall 
shine as the brightness of the skies; and they that turn many to 
righteousness as the stars for ever and ever”). 

Accordingly, both righteous and wicked share in resurrection. Later 
on, Josephus attributed the belief in resurrection to the Pharisees. Thus, 
he stated: ‘They also believe that souls have an immortal vigor in them, 
and that under the earth there will be rewards and punishments ac¬ 
cording as they have lived virtuously or viciously in this life; and the lat¬ 
ter are to be detained in everlasting prison, but the former shall have 
power to revive and live again” (Ant. 18. 1, 3). 

Scholars differ as to the exact meaning of Josephus. Did the Pharisees 



XXXIV INTRODUCTION 

believe in physical resurrection of the body or in immortality of the soul? 
Urbach, Dodd, and others believe that the passage refers to Tehiyat 
haMetim, the return of the soul to the body which is revived. Immortality 
of the soul, Josephus attributed to the Essenes, who believed that the soul 
escapes from the body at death. Thus, to Urbach, Tehiyat haMetim takes 
place before reward and punishment in Olam Habaah. S. Zeitlin, on the 
other hand, believed that the Pharisees postulated immortality of the soul 
but did not subscribe to a physical resurrection. Even the term Tehiyat 

haMetim does not refer to physical resurrection. 
In later days, according to some, there appears to have been a connec¬ 

tion between Elijah and resurrection (Sotah 49b; PT Shab. I, 5; PT Shek. 
II, end). In some instances, resurrection is assigned to God Himself 
(Midr. Tehillim 93). Other questions, such as whether or not resurrection 
applies to non-Jews as well, and whether it occurs in Eretz Yisrael first, 

are also discussed. 
The phrase Aharith haYamim (“at the end of days”) has had a variety 

of interpretations. Gressman and Volz said that all prophets, including 
the pre-exilic ones, were eschatologists. Others, among them Holscher 
and Mowinckel, maintain that none of the prophets were eschatologists. 
Both of these schools hold that the phrase in question refers to a time 
when this world comes to an end. We have presented the views ol 
Kosmala, who feels that Aharith haYamim is the time furthest away, the 
extreme, the time which comes last. The term alter, he claims, means that 
something else “follows.” Thus, in Deuteronomy 11:12, the recurring 
agricultural years are described as reshith and aharith, where each end has 
a new beginning that follows. Furthermore, the word haYamim is never 
used in the sense of absolute time. The word haYom means “today.” 
Therefore, haYamim means “the days of the present time.” As a result, 
Aharith haYamim indicates a period that has not yet occurred but will 

come at the extreme end of this age. 
A word about my beloved teacher, who also became my friend. Dr. 

Solomon Zeitlin, of blessed memory. When I began this project he en¬ 
couraged me, as he always did in my academic career, as well as in my 
personal life. He always gave freely of his time and was ever ready to dis¬ 
cuss whatever problems or issues confronted me. The void he has left has 
not been filled, nor could it have been, by anyone else. I sorely miss him. 

I wish to commend Ktav Publishing House for rendering out¬ 
standing service to the field of Jewish scholarship. The company, by 
reprinting Jewish scholarly works, has made inaccessible material 
available, has gathered scattered material into concise and handy 
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volumes, and generally has aided scholarship by its productions. 
I wish to thank the entire library staff at Yeshiva University for their 

constant help. 

I cannot end this Introduction without expressing my firm hope that 
the present State of Israel be indeed the athalta de-Geulah, the beginning 
of the first rays of redemption for the people of Israel and for all 
mankind. 

June, 1978 

Leo Landman 
Yeshiva University 
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THE SOURCES OF ISRAEL’S MESSIANIC HOPE 

HUGO GRESSMANN 

University of Berlin, Berlin, Germany 

i. Authenticity.—The prophet’s word is the poet’s word. The 
first evidence of this is the repetition of thought in the parallelismus 
membrorum, the second is the distinct rhythm, however we may 
minutely define its character. Hence for the interpretation of the 
prophets we must not apply the laws of prose, as in the interpreta¬ 
tion of the Old Testament stories, but the laws of poesy, which are 
different from those of prose. However, as there are different kinds 
of prose, so it is necessary to determine exactly the idea of prophetic 
poesy. This has not yet been done with the exactitude which is 
necessary to meet the problem of the history of Israel’s literature.1 

Here may be noted only one point of view, in which the prophetic 
books are in sharp contrast with the narrative books. The prose 
of the Old Testament is not of ornate but of plain style; it is lack¬ 
ing in epithets, ornamented speech, figures, and comparisons; in 
short, it wants the “ inner forms ” of poesy. The beauty of Hebraic 
prose consists only in the arrangement of the independent tale— 
and not in that of the collections or books of talcs—and in concise 
logical and artistic construction, the parts of which are necessary 
to the context as a whole and the limits of which are sharply fixed. 
There is not a detail too many, nor one too few; they touch one 

1 For the history of literature and for the method of scientific definition terms 

of art are necessary, which should be used with exact signification. I have looked for 

such terms in Skinner’s Genesis, but do not find them. We ought to distinguish, for 

puqjoses of explanation, quite exactly between myths, tales, or stories, legends (in 

Hebraic, midrash), fairy tales, fables, sentences, or proverbs (originally of wise 

men), etc.; furthermore between tales, historical talcs (by word of mouth), and 
historiography (written historical tales), etc. There is only one history of Israelitish 
literature of this sort, that by Hermann Gunkel (in Die Kullur der Gcgcnivart, edited 

by Paul Hinnebcrg. Berlin, 1906, pp. 51 ff.). A good beginning is made by Richard 

G. Moulton, The Literary Study of the Bible, revised ed., London (1099). The history 

of Israelitish literature is in the main a history of style. 
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another like the wheels of a watch. Therefore, for the commen¬ 

tator, who should be a reproducing artist, it is comparatively easy 

to discover incoherence in the artistic whole, to perceive fissures 

and clefts, to show gaps and to supply that which is lacking, to 

remove inorganic additions, and to set apart secondary work. 

Such criticism is quite inapplicable to the books of the prophets. 

Although they arc artists and their creations arc not without an 

inner logic and a constraint of outer form, yet the abrupt, hasty, 

and unquiet style is characteristic of prophetic poesy in contrast with 

the clear, mature, and quiet manner of the prose writers. This 

difference is to be interpreted by the fact that the prophets are 

always of a troubled temper and arc seized in their innermost soul. 

They arc ever pronouncing their deliverances in excitation and 

passion, tom by the tempest of furious wrath or overpowered by the 

ardor of enthusiastic love. Their words are vibrant with the 

blessed paroxysms of communion with God and the secret mysteries 

of ecstasy. lie who would understand them may not approach 

with sober and cool intellect, but he himself must feel something of 

this emotion; above all, he must have in mind that the psychic 

laws for excited men are different from those for normal ones. The 

:visionary element brings the prophets near to the dreamers; their 

lyric is dream-lyric, their poesy is dream-poesy. Hence it is not 

only false, but even absurd, to transfer the principles of higher 

criticism, well approved in the interpretation of the Hexateuch, to 

prophetic poesy, which is governed by its own laws. 

In spite of their intense experiences, the prophets in the expres¬ 

sion of their thoughts adhere to the traditional forms, just as do 

the modern poets, who likewise, notwithstanding their boundless 

individualism, seldom break through the bars of the usual poetic 

types. The determination of the various forms of prophetic 

speech is again a task in the literary study of the Bible, which has 

scarcely been undertaken as yet. First of all, it is to be considered 

that the prophetic writings are not books of great, universal con¬ 

ception like the Homeric Epos, but every book is a collection, or 

an anthology of many prophetic poems by the same or by different 

authors. Unhappily, these poems are preserved in continuous 

text without any marks to separate one song from another. It 

4 
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is, therefore, the first duly of exegesis, to fix the beginning and the 

end of each prophetic poem; for without this preliminary work 

interpretation is impossible. Imagine Goethe’s lyrics printed like 

Isaiah’s songs! Only a barbarian would do such a thing. But 

he would be no less a barbarian who would venture to treat Goethe’s 

poems thus disfigured as if they had an inner unity, or who would 

undertake to comment upon an arbitrary combination of several 

songs having no connection with one another. Is not that inter¬ 

preter then also a barbarian who applies such a method to Isaiah ? 

By good hap, the task that arises here for the history of litera¬ 

ture is not so difficult as it seems at first sight. In determining the 

prophetic poems, we not only avail ourselves of identity of situa¬ 

tion and of aesthetic judgments; but we obtain another approach 

from the typical introductions and conclusions which frame all the 

songs and indicate their type. “Thus Jahve has spoken” is said 

usually in the beginning; “for the mouth of Jahve has spoken it” 

is added frequently at the end. A collection and investigation of 

such phrases and similar formulae and their importance for fixing 

the limits of prophetic poems is a pressing necessity in order to 

advance our understanding of the prophets and to forward the 

progress of literary study. He who has an eye for such things 

soon observes that the songs are generally very short. In modern 

literary usage we should not call them “poems,” but simply 

“sentences” or “words.” The prophets were no “rhetoricians” 

nor “preachers,” but poets of little sentences orally pronounced. 

For our purpose there are to be considered among the many 

species of prophetic poesy only two, and they meet us in all the 

prophetic books: the “threats” and the “promises.” These are 

in direct contrast with each other both in content and in temper. 

The threats predict ill fortune, the promises, on the contrary, good 

fortune for Israel. In the threats, therefore, lives the wrath of 

the prophet against the sins of Israel; hence the threats arc mostly 

combined with “denunciatory words,” to give plausibility to the 

coming calamity. The promises, however, are filled with the love 

of the prophet for his people; hence they are often joined with 

an “exhortation” to bring the hearers back to the right way and 

to lead them to happiness. Each of the two species has run its 

5 
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own course of development, which a study of the material would 

readily reveal. This too is a new problem of literary study well 

rewarding labor. 

The promises are as different from the threats as love-songs from 

funeral songs. Certainly the two species are sometimes combined 

in the same poem, but usually they are independent of each other. 

Unless peculiar reasons force us, we have no right to establish a con- 

nection between the threat and the promise; for a poem, rounded in 

itself, should not be joined with another poem, likewise finished in 

itself. This simple consideration disposes of nearly all the argu¬ 

ments against the authenticity of the promises, or the messianic 

hopes almost identical with them. It is said that the prophe 

could not threaten and promise at one and the same time. But 

in fact, he does not. The conjunction of the two is purely arbitrary. 

But there is no reason why the prophet should not threaten at one 

time and promise at another time, as the poet may now mourn the 

death of his friend, and again may sing as a lover. 

It may be objected that these comparisons are lame. The 

prophet predicting to his people sometimes ill fortune, sometimes 

good fortune could not be filled now with burning wrath and then 

with glowing love for Israel. Why not? Also in this case he is 

like the poet; 'both are animated by changing moods. Is this 

surprising in such impassioned men as the prophets ? They were 

no dogmatists obliged to avoid contradictions; they did not 

endeavor, for the most part, to declare their opinions systematically, 

so much so that it is impossible for us to apprehend all the details. 

Commonly the threats are spoken as absolutely as the promises; 

now the whole people shall be ruined without anyone being saved; 

again the prosperity of the new time shall be such that no one shall 

be lost. These prophecies exclude each other, but besides them we 

find a series of connecting sentences showing us how the prophets 

fitted them each to the other. That a great calamity would 

break upon Israel, they were always assured; they were doubtful 

only of one point, whether Jerusalem would escape the coming 

destruction or not. But after the ill fortune the good fortune 

would follow; yet not inevitably, but only if the remnant should 

repent. This thought Isaiah has embodied in the name of his son 

6 
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(Isa. 7:3). If Israel docs good, Jahvc will be gracious “to the 

remnant of Joseph” (Amos 5:15); if Jerusalem is purified in the 

melting furnace, then it shall return as it was at the beginning 

(Isa. 1:25, 26). 
Though threat and promise may be found separately, yet 

calamity and prosperity form a chronological unity which, however, 

is not always clearly stated, because it is to be completed as a matter 

of course: first calamity, then prosperity. By this consecution the 

logical contradiction of threat and promise is annulled. At any 

rate, it was dependent upon the prophets’ inner experiences and 

moods, whether they were putting themselves in the time of ill 

fortune, painting horrid pictures of terror, or whether they were 

piunging into the time of happiness that was to follow later on. 

Now a cursory glance teaches us that with the greater prophets 

the threats arc much more frequent than the promises. Hence 

it follows that the canonical prophets were predominantly an¬ 

nouncers of calamity. Jeremiah (28:8) intimates that they were 

exclusively so. But he has said this in his conflict with “the 

prophet of grace,” Hananiah, and in polemics one likes to be pointed 

and one is inclined to sharpen the contrast. According to the vision 

of his vocation Jeremiah was called to be a prophet (1:10), not only 

“to destroy, to ruin, and to demolish,” but also “to build and to 

plant.” It is characteristic that the negation is placed first. The 

greater prophets were, it is true, announcers of grace and good for¬ 

tune, but they were so only in the second place. There was a time 

or there were situations, when they denied the grace of God totally, 

or when they clothed their idea of the great misery that was to come 

in such harsh words that the grace of God seemed to be excluded. 

Nor arc we allowed to forget their controversy with their prophet- 

brethren who announced the contrary. Even this exaggeration 

knowing neither indulgence nor restraint reveals its very prophetic 

character, for it results from the passion of these men who did not 

think the golden mean to be the best way. In calmer moments 

they accepted the legitimacy of the expectation of good fortune 

that existed in Israel (Amos 5:14, “as you have said”); but they 

thought the realization of this prophecy to be possible only by 

the conversion of Israel. It is no hazard, on the contrary, it is 

7 
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worthy of notice that we never meet these announcements in the 

form of “threats,” due to the wrath of the prophets, but nearly 

always in the “exhortations” that result from a milder disposition 

of soul. 

Even these limited prophecies arc so characteristic that their 

authenticity is not to be doubted. But if we think the coexistence 

of complete denial and limited acknowledgment of God’s grace to be 

authentic tradition, we have no scruples in crediting the greater 

prophets with being the authors of the promises or messianic hopes, 

which have no limit at all. If the prophets were only announcers of 

calamity, had they only come to ruin and to demolish, then was 

their god an enigmatical God, and his doing was as senseless as 

the work of a peasant who is always ploughing and never seeding 

(Isa. 28:22-29). God, who governs not only the history of Israel 

but that of the whole world, would never have inflamed the prophets 

if his plan had been the eternal No. They would never have under¬ 

stood him, if he had spoken his eternal Yes only for the heathen. 

Though the sinful Israelites might be as indifferent to him as the 

Negroes (Amos 9:7), yet there was an Israel of faith and hope 

which the prophets could not give up. They did not know how 

it was to come; they felt no obligation to paint the future with 

scientific exactitude, but they were sure of one thing: though 

God should bring to ruin his whole people, yet would he find means 

sufficient to awaken from even the stones seed of Abraham. If 

we deprive the prophets of this idea, we make them demigods 

whose feet do not touch the earth. 

Surely the expectation of God’s grace must be understood as a 

matter of faith and a certitude of soul; but it is impossible to declare 

its origin by this fact, for the messianic hope has its root in the 

soil of popular imagination which is older than all prophecy. For 

this we not only have internal arguments, but Amos says plainly: 

“Then Jahve the God Zebaoth will be with you as you have 

said” (5:14); and still more distinctly: “Woe to those wishing 

near the day of Jahve” (5:18). Consequently, there were already 

people at the time of Amos who knew of the day of Jahve and longed 

for it as a day of light and happiness. These words are not suffi¬ 

cient to reconstruct the popular expectation of grace; one is obliged 
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to add all the other traits of the prophecies which may certainly 

or probably be traced back to popular ideas. That is all the more 

reason why one should not form one’s opinion in advance without 

having a comprehensive survey of the traditional facts. 

If we look back from this preliminary knowledge, we under¬ 

stand now much more easily why the prophets, at least sometimes, 

gave promises. They were men of flesh and blood, and therefore 

sons of their time; they were earth-born and could not deny their 

origin in spite of the isolated grandeur of their thoughts which 

led them up to a giddy height. The messianic prophecies which 

are with difficulty adapted to the sphere of the prophet’s ideas are 

certainly taken in part from the popular tradition. But if in 

reality they were spoken by the greater prophets in whose books 

they are to be read, we expect as a matter of course that they will 

show traces of prophetic spirit and that their religion and ethics 

will be much more elevated. Meditating upon the promises, two 

irrepressible questions that are always to be kept in sight present 

themselves to us: What ideas has the prophet taken from others? 

How much has he transformed them and adapted them to the 

actual situation? 

2. Contents.—I confine myself to the prc-cxilic promises in which 

the Messiah himself is spoken of, treating the others only as may 

be necessary. The most instructive is Mic. 5:1-5, a passage which, 

from the mention of Asshur, surely dates from the Assyrian time, 

and which therefore may have been written by Micah about the 

time of Hezekiah. From the smallest district,1 so it is written there 

in a spirited antithesis, the Messiah, the greatest king, shall come. 

Beth Ephrath is the native place of David. Consequently the 

prophet does not expect a descendant of David, but the return 

of David himself. The ruler of the last days is at the same time 

the ruler of the first days, a new antithesis which can be applied 

to David only cum grano salts and which is transferred to him from 

* I read with others in vs. 1, HTTP ‘'Dbtfn mDX ITS HnSI; vs. 4, 
remove Dlbl!) PIT nWl, a gloss to the preceding 13HPT, and read D^pPP l.rVDISn 
(by d">pn , “ to establish over,” like Jcr. 23:4; the subject is Jahve or his Messiah). The 

ending being on the margin, has come into the text at a wrong place; it belongs 

to vs. s, where is to be read ^Db^n and furthermore mPPHEIl. In vs. 3, remove 

rVTP, and in vs. 5, , metri causa. 
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another one. “Therefore,” because the Messiah is to be bom, 

“he [Jahve] gives them up” (the Israelites of the north). And so 

it must be, for, as everybody knows, the time of good fortune is 

immediately preceded by a time of ill fortune. The author alludes 

to ideas well known, otherwise he could not continue with the 

conclusive “therefore.” One ought to imagine the birth of the 

Messiah to be the beginning of happiness. But only, when the 

distress has risen to the utmost, “she who travaileth will bring 
forth.” The prophets speaks ev pvar^ptM-, for who the queen- 

mother of the Messiah is, he does not know. The new birth 

of David is a great secret, blessed be the woman that bears him! 

Micah’s dependence upon Isaiah is excluded by the fact that 

the greater prophets committed no plagiarism; and, what is more, 

Mic. 5:4 ff. contains ideas which we do not find in Isaiah. The 

first consequence of the messianic time is the reconstruction of 

Israel into a united nation: “Then the rest of its [Israel’s] brethren 

will return to the sons of Israel.” The Israelites of the north are 

already in the exile; hence this promise is pronounced after 722 b.c. 

Secondly, the Messiah, the pious king, will govern his people in 

the name and by the power of Jahve, and so his kingdom will be 

a kingdom of peace and will extend over the whole world. All 

nations arc subject to the Messiah, even the Assyrians. If they 

are coming to subject Judah, as they did Northern Israel, then it 

will be the worse for them; for in that case, the Messiah has come 

to save Judah from this great distress. The author therefore 

expected the return of David soon after the conquest of Samaria, 

before Asshur had advanced the second time to menace Judah. 

Here, too, we find older ideas that cannot be fully explained by the 

situation of the contemporary history, for it is said: When Asshur 

dares enter the sacred, inviolable Judah, then “seven princes and 

eight human governors” will be established to rule over “the coun¬ 

try of Nimrod” with sword and iron, and never more will they 

dare cross the plans of Jahve and disturb the peace of the world. 

In the promise of Micah the combination of the Messiah with 

David who shall bring back prosperity to the united Israel, is 

dependent upon the contemporary history. Behind this idea 

of David’s return, however, we recognize the older mythological 
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thought of the reluming primeval king. To him is also attributed 

the kingdom of peace and the world-dominion which cannot have 

had its origin in the remembrance of David’s time. The Assyrians 

being the worst enemies of the Israelites, their subjection is easily 

explained by the state of the contemporary history. But behind 

this we find another idea which is a great deal older and which may 

be explained by mythological parallels which become clear only in 

later times: the Messiah can establish his kingdom only when the 

Satanic powers are subjugated. While usually one shepherd is 

sufficient to tend a flock, the Satanic Asshur must have seven or 

eight princes to rule it with iron scepters. So the time of prosper¬ 

ity is preceded by a terrible time of distress. 

This promise of Micah touches closely the promise of Isaiah 

7:10-17, which was not written down by the prophet himself but 

by one of his disciples.1 According to the context, Isaiah had 

announced to Ahaz the deliverance from the calamity prepared 

by the Ephraimites and Arameans. As vss. 10 ff. belong to the 

same time (about 732 b.c.), we expect a promise. Now Isaiah 

wants to give a sign that he may show himself a prophet sent by 

God. Ahaz, however, resists him, because he will not tempt God. 

The prophet is highly irritated, for this resistance is an offense to 

Jahve. Therefore he himself will tell of a miracle that Jahve is 

going to perform. This introduction must be followed by a terrible 

threat against Ahaz. The man who wrote this down thought the 

following oracle to be a promise for Judah, but a threat against 

Ahaz. His conception must be ours, however the situation may 

have been invented. Any exegesis that does not do justice to 

this double-character of the passage is unsuccessful.3 A young 

wife is pregnant, she will bear a son and will call him Immanuel; 

' Compare vs. 13, , the third (not the first!) person singular, anil vs. 3, 

“irPJ'TE'1_bN. He who corrects to the first person falsifies the tradition. From this is 

to be explained the peculiar vs. ro, miT* riDY'1; the “redactor” identifies Isaiah 

with Jahve and heightens the consciousness of the prophet a little. Isaiah is here 

degraded to a worker of miracles, and a magician. 

3 Vs. 14, m:byn=“a young wife”; the article is an idiom of the Hebraic. 
Vs. 15 from in"”b till 2133 is a gloss (cf. vs. 16). From vs. 17 remove “XlVbi'T; 

for “over thee and thy family” belong together. The verse becomes meaningless 

through the words “over thy people.” Remove TI12K "[bu HR with others. 
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he will cat honey and milk. Before the boy has grown up, Ephraim 

and Aram will be devasted. But God will bring upon Ahaz and 

his family days such as have not been since the division of the 

kingdom. Nothing but the birth of Immanuel can be the miracle; 

no other sign is spoken of in the oracle. Indeed, he is a mysterious 

boy, for his birth warrants the destruction of the enemies. Im¬ 

manuel can be no other than the Messiah, with whom the days 

of happiness must come for Judah. Here we recognize distinctly 

that the messianic hope is particularly Judaistic; the happiness of 

Judah can begin only after the destruction of Northern Israel. 

As with Micah, so here the coming of the Messiah is preceded 

by a time of calamity. There the Assyrians menaced Judah, but 

here the Syrians and Ephraimitcs. In both cases the scheme is 

the same: first calamity, then fortune; only its content is changed 

to the contemporary historical situation. It was the enormity of 

the distress that awakened in the prophets the belief that they would 

live in the “last days,’' and which made them sure that the Messiah 

was already conceived. If human help seemed to be impossible, 

the marvelous child, the Messiah, was to be born. Hence it is clear 

what an immense danger the Syro-Ephraimitisli war must have 

been for Judah; in those times the hearts of the king and of the 

people trembled, “as the trees of the wood tremble in the storm.” 

Isaiah agreed with this idea, but his feelings were opposite to those 

of the others, for he expected the intervention of Jahve and the 

speedy appearance of the Messiah. For this reason he demanded 

of the king “quietness” and “faith” (7:4, 9). Like Micah, 

Isaiah, too, speaks in a mysterious manner of the young wife who 

shall bear. Nobody knows who she is, not even the prophet; only 

one thing is known, that in the immediate future the Messiah shall 

be born of a woman. Contrary to Micah, we here have nothing 

of David’s return; it even seems to be excluded, for finally the 

prophet turns against the governing dynasty: it shall see worse 

days than at the time of the kingdom’s division, when in Northern 

Israel a foreign dynasty mounted the throne.1 With these words, 

1 The words “since Ephraim left Judah” arc well understood, if they arc trans¬ 

ferred to the dynasty and not to the people of Judah. For the people had suffered 

worse things in the time before David than after the division of the kingdom. Here 

is clearly meant: “Such evil days as never before.” 
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the fall of the Davidic dynasty is announced: when the Messiah 

mounts the throne, then “the scepter will be taken from Judah,” 

as is already said in other words in Gen. 49:10. When Herod 

hears that the Messiah is born, he orders the child to be killed 

because now the end of his dynasty has come. 

So the promise of Isaiah is interpreted from the historical 

situation. Yet there remain still some mysterious traits which 

apparently are not necessary and which therefore must belong to 

an older popular tradition. Why does Isaiah speak of the queen- 

mother of the Messiah? This strikes us the more forcibly as Micah, 

independently of Isaiah, uses the same term; remarkable, too, is 

the fact that neither mentions the father, as if the child had no 

father. At any rate, we must think of a mysterious birth, without 

identifying it with the Persian motive of the “virginal conception.” 

Moreover, why are “milk and honey,” the food of the Messiah 

spoken of? We should like to pass over this detail, for it is of 

no importance for the context. But according to the independent 

oracle (7:21, 22), “milk and honey” are the food of the saved 

people and a sign of the prosperity of the new time.1 Hence, 

when Immanuel eats milk and honey, the messianic time has come. 

These two traits (the mother and the food) disprove the usual 

interpretation of Immanuel being a creation of Isaiah to make 

evident the shortness of the time. 

Also Isa. 9:1-6 is a promise,2 which becomes extremely clear 

by noting the final clause: “May the zeal of Jahve do this.” In 

his faith, the prophet thinks it to be already present. He has 

certainly hoped that it would come soon; for he never would have 

sung songs of the end of the days if he had thought this end to be 

far off. At first, in three pictures he describes the great joy as 

being near: As the dead will rejoice when they see the “great 

light” of the sun in the Hades, as the reapers shout when they are 

gathering in a rich harvest, as the warriors exult when they arc 

1 7:18-19 (cf. the introduction, DT2 iYTH); 7:20 (fctVin CVH); 7:21-22 

(fcOnn DVD nvn), and 7:23-25 (Sinn DVO nvfi) arc independent oracles, partly 

“threats/* partly “promises.” 

J Vs. 2, read “b^n; vs. 3, niilE; vs. 4, flbiOtt; vs. 6, 11BW TO“lttb( 

according to the parallel DlblD. 
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distributing a great booty, so will the people rejoice, when Jahve 

appears to break the yoke of the tyrant. That is the first deed 

Jahve does; the insupportable burden of the foreign yoke has an 

end. Here, too, the new time is the salvation from a time of misery; 

just because of this, the joy will be endless. Secondly, the prophet 

adds the destruction of the war-boots and the war-mantles, a 

poetic paraphrase of the fact that war will have an end forever. 

It begins the kingdom of peace, the quietness of which shall never 

more be disturbed. The third is the most grandiose: Then a child 

shall be born who will mount the throne of David, in order to rule 

with justice through all eternity. Also here the Messiah’s birth 

is spoken of in dark, mysterious words. He is said to sit on the 

throne of David, to renew the splendor of the old Davidic kingdom, 

but it is not said that he is a descendant of David’s house. At any 

rate, he is not thought to be the prince royal, the son of the reigning 

king, whose birth could not be celebrated cV fivarypup. The 

Messiah, being the king of eternity, has no successors. 

Ideas depending upon the situation of the time arc not at all 

to be recognized in this oracle, and therefore it cannot be dated 

exactly. But we have no urgent argument against the authorship 

of Isaiah, in whose book it is found. Nevertheless it may be said 

that the contents of this prophecy are much older than Isaiah. 

The prophet might very well have expected a king who should 

break the yoke of Judah’s enemies, but for what reason should he 

hope that there would never again be war? This supposes a 

complete conversion and a change of man and civilization which is 

not to be explained psychologically by the situation of the con¬ 

temporary or of the future time. Neither here nor anywhere else 

does Isaiah present any economic or humanistic reason which might 

have produced this belief in him. We might record the prophetic 

piety which thinks absolute confidence in God to be incompatible 

with confidence in armies and horses, but even from this the idea of 

universal peace cannot have its origin; for then the foreign nations 

menacing Israel would have been supposed to be equal to the prophets 

in their faith. Here it is not at all religion that is spoken of. 

On the contrary, the peace of the world is as evident as the destruc¬ 

tion of the enemies. Besides this, we have to explain why Isaiah 
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endowed his Messiah with demigod-like attributes: “Marvelous of 

counsel, God of battle, father of eternity, prince of peace.” No other 

than Isaiah has insisted upon the unequaled grandeur of Jahve; 

only God is majestic, and in his presence all men, even the kings, 

are “flesh and not spirit.” How could the same prophet transfer 

the attribute of God, the El Gibbor, to the king that was to come ? 

The third messianic prophecy of Isa. 11:1-9 throws light on 

the origin of the ideas and leads back to Micah.1 At first Isaiah 

celebrates the king himself who will sprout forth from “the tree- 

stump of Jesse.” As David has come from the root of Jesse, so the 

Messiah will be no other than a David redivivus. This was also 

our interpretation of Mic. 5:1 ff. Furthermore, Ezek. 34:23 f.j 

37:24 k says the same thing bluntly (cf. IIos. 3:5). The threat 

against Ahaz may be easily connected with it; for the image 

of the tree-stump announces that the reigning dynasty will be 

dethroned. But there may have been two different ideas; some¬ 

times the Messiah is David himself, sometimes, however, a 

“sprout” for David. It is worthy of note that the prophet never 

speaks of David’s “son” or “descendant,” but always of David 

himself or of a “sprout,” grafted to Jesse’s or David’s tree like a 

foreign sprig. Why should Isaiah not have pronounced different 

views of such vague things, of which nobody knows anything? 

The chief matter is the glorification of Jahve and his Messiah in 

Jerusalem. The new king that will then come will surpass the 

rulers of the present; he will possess the spirit of Jahve seven fold, 

superhuman knowledge and titanic power. Secondly, Isaiah 

celebrates the return of paradise. He docs not do this bluntly, 

for this would be prosaic. The antique, primitive style demanded 

concrete images which expressed well the abstract ideas. When 

the wild animals become domestic, they change their nature and 

become like those of the Golden Age, in the land of the gods. 

And when men are no longer sinners, they too obtain a new nature 

and become like the innocent children of paradise. Hence we may 

retrospectively conclude that the end of war and the beginning of 

universal peace are psychologically to be interpreted from mytho- 

1 Vs. 1, read rns1'; remove vs. 30; vs. 4, read y'"!? ; vs. C, (instead of 
trnxn); vs. 7i romnn; vs. 8, n*wa, parallel to Tin. 
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logical and popular ideas and not from prophetic ones. Besides 

this, we may conclude that even the Messiah here painted is in 

reality not David but the king of the primeval times. So the 

end is the return of the beginning. 

The same conclusion is suggested to us by Mic. 5:1 ff. It is 

made still clearer for us, if we add Isa. 1:21-26.' At first the 

prophet here threatens Jerusalem with retribution, because justice 

has been prostituted. But he adds then a promise in the event of 

Jerusalem’s conversion. If it is purified in the melting-furnace, 

“then I will make thy judges as they were in the beginning and 

thy advisers as in the commencement.” This can be no allusion 

either to Solomon or to David; for the time of Solomon was, it 

is true, known by its justice, but it was not “in the beginning.” 

We might think the time of David to be the time of commencement, 

but we nowhere hear of any particular deed of justice of David nor 

of his counselors. Perhaps we might think of the time of Moses, 

which often appeared to the prophets an ideal lime, but it is only 

the time of the “young love” between Jahve and Israel, and there¬ 

fore important only in a religious sense, never in an ethical or 

forensic relation. So we have no alternative but to take the words 

in their proper sense: “the beginning” is the beginning of the 

world. As in other places the king of the primitive time, so here 

the state of the primeval time is glorified for its justice. The end 

returns to the beginning. So we see that all the ideas of the mes¬ 

sianic end-time which do not depend upon the historical situation, 

have their origin in the ideas of the Golden Age or the paradise. In 

reality, they are of mythological origin, though we meet them in a 

historical form and sometimes inserted with specific prophetic 

ideas. Most of the hopes were already current among the people; 

by the prophets they were merely changed, adapted to the circum¬ 

stances of the historical situation, and deepened ethically and 

religiously. The analysis of the messianic hopes confirms and 

completes at the same time the account of Amos that the expecta¬ 

tion of a happy time was alive in the hearts of his contemporaries. 

x Vss. 21-24, a threat (vss. 21-23, introduction or scolding-word; vs. 24, corpus* 

or oracle); vss. 25-26, promise. The two belong together, as the first and the last 
line show. For vs. 25 read: and 
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3. Origin.—The first question is, whether the source of the mes¬ 

sianic hope lies on Israelitish ground or not. This question is 

answered by a comparison of the messianic prophecies with the 

ideas of paradise. For we suspect that the two are identical, or 

at any rate correspond with each other in the main, because the 

colors portraying the end-time are taken from the beginning time. 

We may give up the full congruence, since only a part of the 

Israelitish paradise-tales is extant. Besides Gen. chaps. 1-3, 

there may have been many other tales, of which we know nothing; 

moreover, Gen. chaps. 1-3 existed in many forms, before these 

chapters got their present canonical form. But even if we have 

regard to these possibilities, there must be some agreement between 

the beginning time and the end-time. We do in fact find it so 

in some particulars. The messianic hopes of a universal peace in 

the world of men and animals surpass, it is true, what is told in the 

Israelitish tales of the Golden Age. But some traits of the present 

tradition teach us that there once were tales of paradise in accord¬ 

ance with the expectations of the end-time; the dry precepts 

concerning food (Gen. 1:29; 2:16) are the last survival of a poetic 

tale about the peace of the Golden Age, unspoiled by any shedding 

of blood. The tale of Cain and Abel (Gen. 4:1 ff.), though having 

another origin, tells us, in its present position (immediately after 

the expulsion from Eden!), who the first murderer was. Then 

grew up the institutions of civilized life, among them the gild of 

metal-workers, who created the sword and with the sword the 

practice of blood-revenge (Gen. 4:22 ff.). Thus mankind fell into 

the deepest depths of sin, and withdrew from the blessed peace of 

paradise; but at the end of the days mankind will return to the 

conditions of the beginning. 

The ideal food of the messianic time is milk and honey (Isa. 

7:15, 21 f.; Amos 9:13; Joel 4:18). The men of paradise ate 

fruits of trees (Gen. 1:29; in 2:16 corn is added). This idea is 

scarcely originated by the Israelites or by the Palestinians, but 

in a land of tropical climate, the inhabitants of which are living 

upon banana trees or date-palms. The food-ideal of the Israelitish 

peasants was bread in the morning and flesh in the evening (I Kings 

17:6), because corn was produced and cattle breeding was pursued. 
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Milk and honey arc, however, still today the main food of the 

Beduins and were longed for by the Israelites as long as they tented 

like nomads on the outskirts of cultivated land. Hence for its 

fertility they called Palestine the land where milk and honey flow 

instead of water, like the land of the gods. This messianic hope 

is to be understood from Israelitish views, although being the oppo¬ 

site of the pictures of paradise known to us. Besides this we meet 

other expectations more exactly in agreement with the economic 

circumstances of Palestine. In the end-time there will be an 

abundance of wine (Gen. 49:11; Amos 9:13 f.), of corn (Amos 

9:13; Isa. 4:2), of figs and olive-trees (Hos. 2:23 f.; Mic. 4:4). 

All the more peculiar is the mention of milk and honey. 

But we find other ideas which cannot at all be of Israelitish 

origin. The return of paradise is combined with the return of the 

paradise-king. Genesis knows nothing of a primeval king, and in 

this case it is not permissible to complete the tradition, for the 

older Israelites may certainly be said not to have known a paradise- 

king, because the basis of such an idea was missing. Israel could 

be told of a paradise-king only since the time of Saul or David; 

i.e., since a kingdom existed in Israel. If the tradition be ever so 

much transformed, Moses and Joshua arc not made kings, to say 

nothing of the first man. It corresponds with the family life of 

their own tribal society, that the Israelites conceive paradise as 

including only the family of Adam. Therefore the idea of the 

primeval king must have its source among a people whose king¬ 

dom is rooted in the oldest times, even out of mind, who cannot at 

all imagine a life without a king and for whom it is necessary to 

think of the first man as the first king. So our eyes turn from Israel 

to the extremely old kingdoms of the nearer Orient, to Egypt and 

Babylonia.1 

To this may be added a second argument, the deification of the 

Messiah. Some traces are found, it is true, that even in Israel the 

reigning rulers were extolled like gods or sons of gods, although not 

as often as in Egypt (Pss. 2, 45, no, which are not messianic). But 

such courtly ideas are not to be supposed in the case of the prophets 

1 It may be briefly noted that similar ideas are likewise found in Greek literature; 

cf. Hesiod: ipya. Kal yntpai m. But are they of Greek origin? 

18 



TEE SOURCES OF ISRAEL’S MESSIANIC HOPE 189 

who dared to tell the kings their faults in such a manner that they 

sometimes offend the royalist sensibilities of modern men. The 

more peculiar, then, is the fact that they have adorned the messianic 

king without scruple with such godlike attributes as “ God of battle” 

or “father of eternity,” with epithets usually reserved for Jahve 

alone. We shall understand this best by presuming that the 

prophets are depending upon an older tradition. This tradition is 

created by men who were accustomed to elevate their kings into 

the god’s sphere and who made no great difference between a 

king and a god. As Israel borrowed the institution of kingship 

from the peoples of the nearer Orient, so it may have accepted too 

the expectation of the messianic god-king, perhaps through the 

channel of the Canaanites. In this respect the prophets were not 

afraid to draw upon Israel’s popular hopes, because the godlike 

attributes were applied not to the king of the present, but of the 

end-time, to Him who was to bring the beginning of God’s kingdom. 

The less the contemporary ruler accomplished the prophetic ideal, 

the more in contrast the prophets liked to exalt the Messiah. 

The idea of the Messiah, since it is not of Israelitish origin, 

we think to have been first borrowed from the Canaanites, for at any 

rate the Canaanites performed the part of mediators, if we suppose 

a foreign source. The very close connection between the Messiah 

and David’s dynasty teaches us that Israel’s messianic hopes got 

their first stamp in Jerusalem or in Judah, because the Northern 

Israelites were not immediately interested in a Judaic dynasty. 

So in the first place, our eyes turn to the Canaanitish past of 

Jerusalem. Unhappily, the tales of this town never having been 

gathered, we know of its past less than of many other little villages 

in Northern Israel or in the Negeb. Only by the way, do we hear of 

Melchizedek, and this very same man causes us to raise the question 

whether he is thought to be the primeval king. This is likely, for 

he is made the contemporary of Abraham and not of Joshua or of 

David (Gen. 14:18 ff.). As Abraham is the ancestor of the Israelites, 

so Melchizedek may have been the ancestor of Jerusalem’s kings 

or the founder of Jerusalem’s dynasty. According to the court- 

style, the first king must have reigned in the first time, and there 

is documentary evidence in Ps. 110:4, where a pre-exilic king of 
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Jerusalem is celebrated in an unusual manner, probably on the day 

of his accession to the throne. An oracle announces him to be “a 

priest of eternity like Melchizcdek.” The contemporary ruler is 

being glorified here as the messianic king of the end-time, Melchiz- 

edek being regarded as the demigod-like king of the first time. 

It docs not matter if this priest-king is made by Gen. chap. 14 the 

contemporary of Abraham. Perhaps we may suppose that like¬ 

wise all the other demigod-like attributes of Ps. no are transferred 

from Melchizcdek to the reigning ruler. Then Melchizedek 

would be born “upon the holy mountains” (of the sky) like the 

Babylonian gods or kings.1 In this case it would be allowable 

to combine the ideas of the Canaanite, or more exactly of the 

Jerusalemite court-style with those of Babylonia. 

Up to this time unmistakable traces of a paradise-king in 

Babylonia are missing; with great probability, however, we may 

refer to the myth of Adapa which was found in the Egyptian archives 

of TclI-cl Amarna. That this myth was known in Palestine, the 

paradise-tale shows us; for the main motive (the loss of immortal¬ 

ity) is borrowed from the Adapa myth, though considerably dark¬ 

ened. For this reason Adapa must be the primeval king, if he 

be never so called. Characteristically, the Israelites have made 

the “king” a simple “man.” According to the introduction of 

the myth, the wise Adapa was not only a priest (baker, cup-bearer, 

and cook), but also king of Eridu, “to make known the lots [?] of 

the land,” “created the ruler [?] of mankind”; his commandments 

were transgressed by no one; his was a blessed time. But he 

wants immortality—only this thing. When he has lost it forever, 

Anu cannot give him the royal dignity, as it is usually interpreted. 

On the contrary, Anu seems to prophesy his return at the end of 

the days: “Then Anu disposed for him [ ?] the fate, to cast forth rays 

of his government even unto the future of the days.” Since 

Sennacherib calls himself the second “Adapa,” from this point of 

11 read Ps. 110:3: 

11 rpri-ib-; bta? u inia ama 11 unp ■nnra n “p rnbn ora 
“On thy birthday I begot thee on the holy mountains like dew from the womb of 

Aurora” (another IIrial ben Schachar). Perhaps Isa. 1:26 and Jcr. 23:6 allude to 

the time and the name of Melchizcdek. Possibly we find Jerusalemite primeval talcs 

in Ps. 46, 76; Isa. 28:14-22; it must suffice to indicate this. 
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view as well Adapa must be the primeval king returning at the end- 

time. Besides this we know nothing of Babylonian prophecies 

either of an unhappy time or of a happy time, aside from a late 

notice from Berossus in Seneca. 

On the contrary, we now possess Egyptian prophecies of many 

times from 2000 b.c. to 300 a.d.1 Most interesting is the fact that 

threats and promises are connected here as in the Old Testament. 

Up to this time no critic has dared to deny the genuineness of the 

“messianic hopes” of the Egyptians. Should not that which is 

correct for the Egyptian prophets be suitable also to those of Israel ? 

Therefore threat and promise belong together antithetically; the 

time of happiness cannot be better painted than against the back¬ 

ground of the time of distress. This antithesis has become a 

typical style, not only for the Egyptians but also for the Israelites. 

The scheme is fixed, but its content ever changes according to the 

historical situation. The characteristic difference in the oracles 

of the two peoples is that the Egyptians only repeat the usual 

phrases, while the Israelites transform the type individually here 

as everywhere. Therefore the messianic prophecies in Israel had 

a long and important history, while in Egypt they remained 

unaltered through the centuries. Because of this long continuance 

of prophecy, Egypt is thought to be the land of its origin, since 

the oldest text, surely prophetic, was there delivered about 

2000 b.c. This is by no means the earliest possible date, for the 

prophetic scheme must be still older, inasmuch as ill fortune and 

good fortune are there strung together without any interposition. 

From this self-revelation we may recognize the typical character 

of this prophecy. Moreover, it is remarkable that we meet cos- 

mical elements in the picture of the calamity: “At that time the 

sun will shine [only] one hour; one cannot see, when it will be mid¬ 

day.” So the distress is not exclusively of a political sort; the 

picture seems to depend upon the expectation of a world- 

catastrophe, similar to the Israclitish prophecies. Amos 8:9 may 

be compared with the oracle just cited. It is curious that Amos 

1 The texts arc gathered conveniently by Ranke in Altoriciilalischc Tcxle und 

Bildcr, edited by Grcssmann, Part I, pp. 204 (T. From this book arc taken, too, the 

above-cited translations of the Babylonian texts by Ungnad. 
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S:8 furnishes a comparison with the Nile, an image of Egyptian 

origin. Further we may recall to mind Amos 9:11: the hut of 

David broken down shall be repaired, that is: Northern Israel 

and Judah shall be connected again. Compare with this the 

Egyptian prophecy: “He shall gain the crown of Upper Egypt and 

win for himself the crown of Lower Egypt.” Similarly as the 

mother of Immanuel is spoken of, so here “the wife from Nubia” 

is mentioned, who will bear the messianic king, and so on. But 

all these details cannot in themselves prove a dependence of 

Israelitish prophecy upon Egyptian; for it is possible that in all 

these cases there is an analogous development. 

A connection between the messianic hope of Israel and that of 

Egypt would be necessary, if there was in Egypt too a king of the 

first time, whose return was expected. In fact, we find allusions 

to a tale that once the god Re ruled on earth over man and gods. 

Deserving of regard is the hypothesis of Gardiner,1 that the wise 

Ipuwer, who (the first time) like an Egyptian Nathan censures 

the king for the evil and ill fortune of his reign, then paints the 

ideal of a good king. The first time he says: “It is confusion 

that thou bringest throughout the land together with the noise 

of tumult.Thou hast spoken falsehood.Would that 

thou mightest taste some of the miseries, then wouldst thou say 

. . . Afterward he says: “. . . . lack of people .... Re 

.... He bringeth [?] coolness to that which is hot. It is said: 

he is the herdsman of mankind. No evil is in his heart. When 

his herds are few, he passes the day to gather them together, their 

hearts being on fire [?]. Would that he had perceived their 

nature [ ?] in the first generation [of men]; then he would have sup¬ 

pressed evil, he would have stretched forth his arms against it, he 

would have destroyed their seed [??] and their inheritance.” 

It is likely these words are to be regarded “as a description of Re, 

whom ancient legends regarded as the first king of Egypt, and whose 

reign was looked back upon as a sort of Golden Age” (Gardiner). 

Unfortunately there is no proof that the Egyptians expected a 

return of Re and the lost paradise, or that the messianic king was 

painted by the prophets with the colors of the god-king Re. But 

1 Alan H. Gardiner, The Admonitions of an Egyptian Sage. Leipzig, 1909. 
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according to all we know hitherto, such a hope docs not seem to 

be excluded, especially since the reigning kings were respected as 
natural sons of Re. 

Hence we cannot yet pass a sure judgment concerning the origin 

of the messianic hope. The probability is more in favor of Egypt 

than Babylonia, although there may have been similar expectations 

throughout the nearer Orient;1 and, moreover, in Palestine the 

influences of Egypt and Babylonia may have crossed. Now, 

looking over the whole material, we may search out the psychologi¬ 

cal roots. The last outlet for the messianic hope we have found 

is the conception of the returning paradise and of the returning 

paradise-king. This is not to be separated from the idea of the 

world’s destruction and the return of chaos; certainly it may be 

said that the end of the world is the prius and has caused the return 

of the Golden Age. Whence these thoughts grew up is a problem 

in itself, not to be solved by the way. At any rate, in the later 

times these ideas are in existence; they are handed down from genera¬ 

tion to generation, and are more or less active. The only develop¬ 

ment is' that the mythological ideas are historicized always anew; 

that is, they are applied to the situations of any time, but only 

under the constraint of important historical events, and by these 

they are modified. This we may illustrate best through the 

development of an analogous idea. About the time of Jesus the 

conception is current that the coming of the Christ is to be preceded 

by the Satanic Antichrist. When a man like Nero arises persecut¬ 

ing Christianity with great cruelty, he is regarded by the Christians 

as the Antichrist. Thus the conception of the returning Nero is 
to be explained. When Napoleon crushed Germany with iron 

fist, the idea of the Antichrist revived again, but now Napoleon 

was the Antichrist. This shows the imposing grandeur of 

Napoleon, however destructive he may have been. According to 

this, the Babylonians, the Assyrians, and still earlier the 

Ephraimites and Syrians were thought to be the satanic powers, 

with whom chaos returns. The battles of God with Tiamat, 

Leviathan, and other dragons are to be repeated in the end-time; 

1 In the inscription of the Hittite king KLM newly published I cannot discover 

any messianic element. There is only the style of antithesis largely spread. 
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and every time when the world trembled with fear of foreign con¬ 

querors or re-echoed the endless calls to arms, poets or prophets 

alluded to the battles of the last days. In the same manner the 

idea of the returning paradise-king changed from time to time. 

When David gained the love of Israel, and as the remembrance 

of his person and his kingdom continued, the returning paradise- 

king became the returning David. And when Frederick Barbarossa 

got the love of the Germans, they expected the returning Kaiser 

Rotbart from the KyJJhauscr. So this idea is the last shout of the 

“messianic” hope. 
The grandeur of Israel’s prophets is not imperiled by the sup¬ 

position or the proof of dependence upon older ideas. Nathan’s 

boldness in the presence of David is admirable, even if Ipuw£r, the 

Egyptian sage, should have thrown a similar “Thou licst” into 

the face of his king. And Isaiah’s prophecies of the Messiah do 

not lose any of their ethico-rcligious depth, even if the Egyptians 

and the Canaanites already knew a messianic hope. Israel’s 

prophets have embodied their finest and sublimest thoughts in 

the Messiah’s person; and like bright threads of gold the prophetic 

ideas are woven into the purple robe of the popular faith. All that 

we call “fleshly” messianic hope is of popular origin; of this sort 

are the ideas of the coming kingdom, when the whole world will 

do homage to Israel, when the treasures of the nations shall be 

gathered to Jerusalem, and when foreign kings shall build the golden 

gates of the city. The greater prophets, however, emphasized 

justice regnant over the king, the officers, and the whole people; 

the kingdom of peace, when all disquietude is over, and every war 

is ended; the fear of God beaming forth from Jerusalem and giving 

light to all the nations; and the blessedness of God’s children living 

in sinless innocence and performing their duties for his name’s sake. 
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The Source and Beginnings 
O D 

of the Messianic Idea 

by JOSEPH KLAUSNER 

TO THE three good gifts which the people Israel have left as an in¬ 

heritance to the entire world: monotheism, refined morality, and 

the prophets of truth and righteousness—a fourth gift must be added: 
belief in the Messiah. 

No ocher nation in the world knew a belief like this. To be sure, 

various Christian theologians, and likewise a number of other in¬ 

dependent scholars, have attempted to rob Israel of its prior right to 

the belief in the Messiah, and to confer it upon the Assyrians, the 

Egyptians, or the Persians.1 But even those who defend the cause of 

1 See on this, first of all, in the important book of H. Grcssmann, Der Ur- 
sprung der israelitisch-jiidischen Escbatologie, Gottingen, 1905, pp. 36, 160, 190, 
206, 215, 245, 247, Note 2; A. Jercmias, Handbucb der altorientalischen Geistes- 
kultur, Leipzig, 1913, pp. 205-225; E. Sellin, Die israelitiscb-jiidische Heilandser- 
varmng, Berlin, 1909, pp. 38-46. Wilhelm Bousset (Die jiidische Apokalyptik, 
1903; Boussct-Grcssmann, Die Religioii des Indentions im Neutestamentlicben 
Ze it alter, 3rd ed., 1926, p. 226) attempted to prove that the Jewish Messiah of the 
period of the Second Temple resembles the Persian “Saoshyant”; and P. Volz 
(Die vorexiliscbe Jabvepropbetie und der Messias, Gottingen, 1897) supposes 
that the prophets had no ideal of a King-.Mcssiah until Ezekiel. Against Gress- 
mann in particular see Nathanael Schmidt, “The Origin of Jewish Eschatology” 
{Journal of Biblical Literature, XLI [1922], 102-114). Against Grcssmann, Jere- 
mias, Sellin, et al.} see E. Koenig, Die messianiseben Weissagungen des Alten 
Testaments, Stuttgart, i923» PP* 2C>-25i ar,d against Volz even Grcssmann himself 
has come out (in his book mentioned above, pp. 238-250). Rudolf Kittel, who in¬ 
clines toward early Babylonian-Egyptian influence, limits it strictly, seeing it 
only as a possibility, since the essential marks of the Hebrew Messianic expecta¬ 
tion are lacking in both the Babylonian and the Egyptian literature (see R. Kittel, 
Gescbicbte des Volkes Israel, 5th cd., Gotha, 1922, II, 256-257, note 3). See also 
G. Kittel, Die Probleme des palaestiniscben Spatindentions und das Urcbris- 
tention, Stuttgart, 1926, pp. 75-85. 

r3 
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*4 
Babylonian influence are forced to confess that in the Sumero- 

Babylonian literature there is no “clear expectation of the restoration 

of the good conditions of Paradise, by which history might be con¬ 

summated.” - And those who insist that the first ancient stimulus 

came to the Hebrew Messianic idea from the Egyptians, the Persians, 

or the Babylonians also see the exceedingly great advantage of the 

Jewish Messianic ideals.3 The most original people in the world—the 

Greek people—did not have any real Messianic expectation; and the 

Fourth Eclogue of Vergil is so late that there can be no doubt of the 

influence of the ancient Jewish Sibyl upon this Roman poet, or even 

of the influence—direct or indirect—of the prophets of Israel in 

Greek translation. Moreover, the threefold Persian Saoshyant is also 

completely remote from the Jewish Messiah, for Zoroaster lived at a 

time so late (c. 660-583 b.c.e.*) that it is hard to believe that the three 

“Messiahs” (Saoshyants), all of whom had to be sons of Zoroaster, 

were the ones who brought into being the Hebrew Messianic ex¬ 

pectation, which we see already fully developed in the time of Isaiah 

and even before.1 

How is it possible to explain this wonderful phenomenon: the 

marvelous development of the Messianic idea in the midst of a unique 

people, Israel, to such a degree that there is nothing like it in any other 

nation? 

The answer to this question is to be sought in the ancient history 

of the Israelite people. 

The Messianic expectation is the Golden Age in the future. But all 

the ancient peoples except Israel could tell only of a Golden Age in 

the past. Many philosophers and students of religions have been 

amazed at the marvelous fact that all ancient peoples praised and 

exalted the Age of Gold which is already past, but only the people 

Israel related wonders about the Golden Age which is still to come. 

The happy state of the first man in the Garden of Eden was so short 

• Before the Christian Era. 
2 See W. Eichrodt, Die Hoffntmg des eivigen Friedens in alten Israel, Giiter- 

sloh, 1920, p. 155 (also p. 142). 
3 See A. Jercmias, op. cit., p. 225; Sellin, op. cit.y pp. 42-43, 44-45. 
4 See J. Schcftelowitz, Die altpersiscbe Religion und das Judenttim, Giessen, 

1920, pp. 197, 202-203. 
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that it is difficult to call it an “Age.” The cause of this difference be¬ 

tween Israel and the other peoples is made understandable to us when 

we consider the ancient historical traditions of the people Israel. 

The ancient, primitive history of every people is regularly pic¬ 

tured in its imagination as a period of happiness and tranquillity, as 

is pictured the period of childhood in the mind of every person whose 

childhood was not most unfortunate. Not so the ancient history of 

the people Israel. Dark was the childhood of this people destined for 

tribulation. The Patriarchs were forced to move from country to 

country time after time because of severe famine in their homeland. 

While they were wandering in foreign lands, they suffered from the 

insolence and tyranny of the kings of those lands (Pharaoh, Abime- 

lcch, Shechem son of Hamor). A short time after the death of the 

Patriarchs began the Egyptian bondage, with all its terrible oppres¬ 

sions. No nation on earth knew such sufferings in its early youth. 

Israelite history in its earliest time became a history of afflictions. 

The people Israel did not have a glorious past, hence it was forced to 

direct its gaze toward a glorious future. It longed for one to ransom 

and deliver it from its afflictions and troubles. It yearned for a re¬ 

deemer and savior. And such a savior appeared in the form of Moses. 

The name Moses [Heb. Mosheh] itself, according to popular ety¬ 

mology, indicates one who brings out or ransoms.5 The Talmud calls 

him “savior of Israel.” 6 It is not our concern here to investigate 

whether there is a historical kernel in the stories about the Patriarchs, 

nor whether the oppression in Egypt is entirely or only partly his¬ 

torical and whether the exodus from Egypt under the leadership of 

Moses is historical fact or only legend. Sufficient here is the fact that 

at a very early time, relatively speaking, the traditions about the 

Egyptian captivity and the Exodus were very well established in the 

nation. In the mind of the nation, therefore, its whole childhood was 

considered, at a relatively early time, as having been filled with af- 

5 Therefore he is not called Mashui [“drawn,” passive voice], as the phrase 
“Because I drew him out of the water” (Exod. 2:10) would require; this was 
already noted by the ancient interpreters. Actually, of course, Mosheh is thought 
to be an Egyptian word, which is a part of the names of a number of Egyptian 
kings (Thutmose, Ahmose, et al.). 

6Sotah 11b (see also 11b and 13a)\ Sanhedrin 101 b. 
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flictions, oppression, and servitude. It was inevitable that the stories 

of oppression, as we find them in the first sections of the Book of 

-^Exodus, should make a strong impression on the entire people Israel. 

It was also inevitable that the people should feel compelled to accord 

the very greatest glory and honor to the exalted and grandiose per¬ 

sonality of the first deliverer. This was the man Moses, this the great 

deliverer, who not only ransomed Israel from all its material troubles 

and from political servitude, but also redeemed it from its ignorance 

and its spiritual bondage. He was not only a guide and leader of the 

Israelite people; he was also a lawgiver and prophet. The exalted pic¬ 

ture of Moses necessarily, therefore, impressed itself upon the spirit 

of the nation and became a symbol of the redeemer in general. Political 

salvation and spiritual redemption of necessity were combined in the 

consciousness of the nation to become one great work of redemp¬ 

tion. Thus was born the redemptive dualism which necessarily put 

its stamp upon the redeemer of the future, the expected Messiah. 

Various scholars assert that the Messianic idea could have been born 

only after kings ruled in Israel, since the prophets portrayed the 

Messiah as a mighty king and an exalted ruler.7 But they forget, first, 

that the prophets do not call the redeemer by the name “Messiah,” 8 

and hence in the time of the prophets the “anointing” of the kings 

was not a clear sign of the redeemer; and secondly, that the spiritual- 

ethical characteristics of the Messiah, which in the last analysis are 

fundamental in the prophetic portrayal of the Messiah—precisely 

these characteristics are hard to find not only in the kings of Israel 

but also in the kings of Judah. Yet precisely these characteristics were 

found in Moses. 

Moreover, in Moses were embodied not only the spiritual char¬ 

acteristics of the Messiah but also his political characteristics. Moses 

was not only a lawgiver; he was also a leader of the nation, over the 

fate of which the Most High had made him ruler. He fought the 

people’s wars against Amalek, against Sihon and Og, and against the 

kings of Midian. Though he himself did not command the army in 

7 See F. Giesebrccht, Beitriige zur Jesajakritikj 1890, p. 26. Cf. also Dor Dor ve- 
Doreshav by I. H. Weiss, I, 28-34. 

8 See above, Chap. I, p. 8. 
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the war against Amalek and Midian, nevertheless Joshua, the son of 

Nun, and Phinehas, the son of Eleazar, fought according to his 

directions and under his supervision. In the Talmud and Midrash he 

is called “king” a number of times.9 The designation “warrior” fits 

him no less than that of “sage.” 10 He would impose the death sentence 

upon those meriting judicial death; he was the head of the nation in 

times of peace and its commander-in-chief in times of war. To be 

sure, these were not the main characteristics of Moses. And so it is 

with the characteristics of the Messiah: the ethico-spiritual character¬ 

istics are the principal ones, but the political characteristics are not 

lacking. 

The authors of the Talmud and Midrash, with their fine national 

feeling, perceived the relation and connexion between the Messianic 

expectation and the exodus from Egypt, between the Messiah and 

Moses. They name Moses “the first redeemer” 11 in contrast to the 

Messiah, who is “the last redeemer.” 12 They compare Moses to the 

Messiah in various phraseology: 13 for example, just as Moses brought 

redemption to his people, so also will Messiah bring redemption;14 

just as Moses was brought up in the house of Pharaoh among the 

enemies of his people, so also will Messiah dwell in the city of Rome, 

among the destroyers of his land;15 just as Moses, after revealing him¬ 

self to his brethren in Egypt and announcing to them that deliverance 

was near, was forced to go into hiding for a time, so also will Messiah 

be forced to hide himself after the first revelations;16 just as Moses 

crossed from Midian to Egypt riding on an ass (Exod. 4:20), so also 

will Messiah come riding on an ass; just as Moses caused manna to 

9 See, e.g., Zebahim \oib; Seder Olam Rabbah, Chap. 4. 
10 See Nedarim 38a and Shabbath 92a. 
11 Ruth Rabbah 2:14 on the text “And Boaz said unto her.” 
12 Genesis Rabbah, Chap. 85. 
13 “Rab said: The world was created only on David’s account. Samuel said: 

On Moses’ account; R. Johanan said: For the sake of the Messiah” (Sanhedrin 
98 b). 

14 Genesis Rabbah, Chap. 85; Exodus Rabbah, Chap. 1; Tanhuma, Shemoth, 8. 
15 Exodus Rabbah, Chap. 1; Tanhuma, Shemoth, 8, and Tazri‘a, 8. Cf. also San¬ 

hedrin 19 b. 
10 Numbers Rabbah, Chap. 11; Song of Songs Rabbah, on the text “My beloved 

is like a gazelle” (2:9); Pesikta Rabbathi, Chap. 36 (ed. M. Friedmann, pp. 161- 
162). 
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rain from the sky, so will Messiah bring forth different kinds of food 

in a miraculous way; and just as Moses gave to the children of Israel 

wells and springs of water in the wilderness, so also will Messiah 

make streams of water flow in the desert.17 Not only this, but the 

acceptance of suffering because of the iniquities of others, which late 

Jewish legend attributes to the Messiah, is in the Talmud and is also 

attributed to our master Moses.18 (This may be called “suffering for 

atonement;” Christian scholars call it “vicarious suffering,” and in 

Christianity this idea has become an important article of faith.) 

The phrases cited from the Talmud and Midrash, which mostly 

belong to the Amoraim and were spoken at a very late time, cannot, 

of course, be used as historical proof that the belief in the Messiah 

actually sprang from the marvelous traditions about Moses the first 

redeemer. I have cited them here only to show that these traditions 

about “the savior of Israel,” who brought out his people from the 

first captivity, comprise the authentic embryo from which the Mes¬ 

sianic idea of necessity developed. Even at a relatively late time, in 

the period of the Amoraim, the connexion between the first redeemer 

and the last redeemer was still felt and recognized by the sages of 

Israel. The oppression and afflictions in which the first traditions of 

the history of Israel began inevitably brought forth within Israel the 

strong yearning for redemption.19 And the first traditions about the 

first redeemer necessarily left their stamp upon this yearning, that is 

to say, upon the ideals of redemption. Thus were brought forth 

within Israel both the impersonal Messianic expectation and the per¬ 

sonal Messiah. For the ideal of redemption is the Messianic expecta¬ 

tion, and the personal ideal of redemption is the belief in the Messiah. 

This lofty ideal, of which Moses inevitably became a symbol, 

17 Koheleth Rabbah 1:9,011 the text “That which hath been”; Midrash Shcmuei, 
Chap. 14 (ed. Buber, p. 90). The prophet Elijah, the herald of the coming of 
the Messiah, is also compared with Moses in a number of ways, because Elijah 
is also the chosen of the LORD and also in a certain sense a redeemer. See the 
citation of passages in the Italian work of Castelli, 11 Messia, pp. 197-198; cf. 

also pp. 213-214. 
18 See Bcrakoth 32a, and at length in Sotah, end of Chap. 1 (14a). 

This does not exclude the possibility that the element of retribution in the 
Messianic idea has in it some of “the odor of the soil of Palestine,” as Gressmann 
showed in two excellent books. Sec H. Gressmann, Escbatologie, p. 192; Palaes- 
tinas Erdgeruch in der israelitischen Religion, Berlin, 1909. 
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owing to the development of events in Israelite history, gained 

strength and struck deep root in the nation. Never did a young and 

conquering people endure afflictions and troubles in the land which 

it had subdued by sword and bow, as endured the people Israel after 

the death of Joshua. The former inhabitants of the land, who were 

thought to have been conquered, continued to subdue and oppress 

different tribes of Israel one after the other. ‘‘And the children of 

Israel cried to the LORD”—we find this expression in the Book of 

Judges time after time. The period of heroes is the earliest historical 

period of every people; but not even one other people can tell in its 

early legends about such numerous afflictions and oppressions as can 

the people Israel. Now when the cry of the oppressed people would 

ascend to heaven, “The LORD would raise up a savior for the chil¬ 

dren of Israel”—thus relates the Book of Judges. Redeemer after re¬ 

deemer helped them. These were the “judges” who did not judge at 

all, just as the “judges” (suffetae) of the Carthaginians, offspring of 

the Tyrians, did not judge. The “judges” were political saviors: noble 

fighters, bold heroes, and temporary rulers, mostly in times of war 

only, but sometimes (as we find in Gideon) also in times of peace. 

These “saviors” had the political characteristics of Moses and in their 

prowess in war they even surpassed him; but the spiritual-ethical 

characteristics of Moses were lacking. Each one of the judges was a 

temporary Messiah ’ of his tribe or of a number of tribes in the 

political sense but not in the spiritual sense. Each was a kind of little 

but successful Bar-Cochba. Samuel, the last judge, had all the spiritual 

characteristics of Moses. It is well known how excessively the men of 

the Talmud praise him;_0 but the political characteristics were lack¬ 

ing- The first Israelite king, Saul, son of Ivish, lacked the spiritual 

characteristics of a Messiah. To be sure, he is called in the Scriptures 

“the LORD’S anointed”; but I have already said that these words 

must be understood in their plain meaning: he was the LORD’S chosen 

one and was anointed as king.21 

The true prototype of the Messiah was the second Israelite king, 

David, son of Jesse. His great political talents, by means of which he 

20 See, e.g., Nedarim 38J. 
21 See, above, beginning of Chap. I, p. 7. 
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succeeded in unifying all the tribes of Israel and making them one 

areat and powerful nation according to the conceptions of his time, 

his marvelous heroism and courage, as revealed in his extensive wars 

against all the neighbors of Israel, and his glorious victories in which 

he defeated all those peoples to whom Israel had been subject until 

his time—all these things were necessary to make him in the eyes of 

the people the greatest political savior of all those who defended 

Israel at any time. 
But his spiritual characteristics also fitted him to become in the 

eyes of the people the ideal type of the King-Messiah. In spite of the 

fact that cruelty is imputed to him with respect to the Moabites and 

Ammonites, whom he measured with the line and made to pass under 

saws and axes of iron, or with respect to the sons of Rizpah, daughter 

of Aiah, whom he commanded to be hanged, and the like; and in 

spite of the affair of Bath-sheba, which the Scriptures did not cover 

up, David was in the last analysis—if we judge him according to his 

time and according to the characteristics of Oriental monarchs—an 

ideal king. Following the severe words of Ernest Renan about David,-2 

it has been in latter years almost a fashion to belittle the importance 

of David and to diminish his historical stature. How do these scholars 

support their case? Only from the discreditable deeds which are 

related about him in the Bible. But, if they give credence to the nar¬ 

ratives of the Bible, if they admit that it docs not spare even those 

in whom it delights, telling the “bitter truth” about them, why do 

they not <nve credence also to those numerous passages in the Bible 

in which°the figure of David appears before us full of light and 

splendor? In the Bible we see David doing deeds of cruelty, but we 

likewise sec him confessing his sins and repenting of them, loving 

even his rebellious son Absalom more than his own life, recruiting 

Saul, who hated him, with mercy when Saul’s life was in his hands 

and lamenting over his death after he was slain; permitting the 

prophet Nathan to say everything that was on his mind; and whole¬ 

heartedly concerning himself about the national religion. 

To be sure, popular legend exaggerated too much in praising him 

and his good qualities, and was not satisfied until it made him the 

-•2 Sec Histoire du peuple d'hracl, I, 411-451. 
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author of various hymns in the Book of Psalms. Yet this fact alone, 

that popular imagination expanded and exalted this national hero not 

only as a king possessing outstanding political talents but also as the 

possessor of superior religio-cthical qualities—this fact alone proves 

that undoubtedly David was a man of the very highest attainments. 

Ex nihilo nihil fit. Outstanding political abilities together with these 

religio-ethica! qualities made David the authentic prototype of the 

redeemer and the founder of that ruling family one of whose de¬ 

scendants the Messiah must be. Not only did the name “son of David” 

become a standing title of the King-Messiah, but also the name 

“David” itself. The prophet Hosea says, concerning the Messianic age, 

“Afterward shall the children of Israel return, and seek the LORD 

their God, and David their king” (Hos. 3:5). And in the Talmud 

there is an opinion that the expected Messiah will be David himself 

or will be called by the name “David.” 23 

Meanwhile, prophecy was developing in Israel, and in the king¬ 

doms of Ephraim and Judah arose prophets who broadened and 

deepened the conceptions of the tribes of Israel. In this process the 

Messianic expectation received an almost entirely new form. 

In fact, the Messianic expectation is the positive element in the 

message of the prophets. As reprovers and preachers, the prophets 

were by necessity"great masters of negation. King Ahab charges 

one of the prophets of the LORD that “he doth not prophesy good 

concerning me, but evil” (I Kings 22:8). The whole struggle of the 

true prophets against the false prophets revolved around this point 

only, that the false prophets envisioned what the people wanted 

them to envision: prosperity and happiness and peace in the present. 

And they praised the deeds of kings, princes, and people at the time 

when the true prophets were dissatisfied with the present, and were 

denouncing in very harsh words both the deeds of the people and 

the deeds of those standing at their head. Before the eyes of these 

true prophets was hovering a high ideal, from which the forces of the 

23Yer. Berakoth, Chap. 2, Hal. 1, in the Btiraitba, which, to be sure, appears 
to be not very early; cf. the words of R. Judah in the name of Rab and of 
R. Papa in Sanhedrin 95b, and the symbolic saying, “David King of Israel is alive 
and vigorous,” which was transmitted by Rabbi (Rosh Ha-Shanah 25a). Below, 
in Part III, Chap. VII, I have enlarged on this. 
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time were completely remote, not even attempting or seeking to ap¬ 

proach it. The existing situation was bad in the eyes of these prophets; 

only what should be—and according to their conviction it also could 

be_Was good. The bad, therefore, was in the present, and the good 

in the future; the bad was in actuality, and the good in the ideal. 

The hoped-for good, the ideal, which will be the actuality in the 

future—this is the Messianic expectation in its full depth. Thus the 

strong contrast between the actual and the ideal deepened and 

broadened the early Messianic expectation and made it a universal 

and eternal conception.24 The more the prophets were dissatisfied 

with the present, the more they were embittered against conditions 

existing in their day and were impelled to warn the people, to proph¬ 

esy an evil day, with troubles and distress, the more would their hearts, 

crushed and sick at the ruin of their people, seek comfort in visions 

and imaginings of “the end of [these] days.” There, in the world of 

the future, their imaginations would soar to the skies, and the ideal 

which was living in their noble hearts would become for them com¬ 

plete actuality. So with this future actuality they would comfort the 

unhappy people, who had to endure so much from foes and ad¬ 

versaries without and from proclaimed of easy times, deceivers, and 

false teachers within. The great love and compassion which filled their 

kindly hearts—though so often they had to harden themselves against 

their beloved people, to call them all sorts of dishonorable names, 

and to prophesy all the evils in the world against them—would flood 

over into the Messianic conceptions and fill them with light and 

splendor, national power, and spiritual exaltation. 

But not only this. The prophets also introduced into the Messianic 

expectation the humanitarian-universal and spiritual-ethical ele¬ 

ments, which at the beginning had made little impression on it. Up 

to the time of the prophets, the savior was mostly a strong deliverer 

of his people from political oppression. But the prophets, who sought 

=*Guakel, Grcssmann, and Scilin (in their books cited above, p. 13, Note 1) 
have shown almost certainly that the basic Messianic ideas were long antecedent 
to the prophets, and it is actually possible that the beginning of these ideas is 
mythological and comes from Egypt and Babylonia; but what they are now— 
the hope of the nation and the consolation of humanity—they were made by 
the prophets. On this no doubt can be cast. 
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always righteousness and justice and whose wide range of vision took 

in the whole world, broadened and deepened this idea also. Up to 

the time of the prophets, the nation had been most conscious of 

political wrong, which had manifested itself in the evils of oppression 

and captivity. The prophets, who carried the banner of truth and 

righteousness in their time, were the first in Israel who began to feel 

that there is in the world a greater evil than this: personal evil, that is 

to say, the wrong which man docs to his fellow man. This perception 

brought them to the conviction that evil is not accidental, and also 

that it does not pass away when the end of oppression and subjection 

to another people arrives; and redemption from this personal evil was 

the chief of all their aspirations. It is no wonder, then, that for the 

most part the prophets thought of the redemption from personal 

evil as a personal rede??iption. Thus the man who will bring this 

redemption, the Messiah, had to be the embodiment of the highest 

righteousness, which tolerates no evil. Therefore, the Messiah be¬ 

came more and more not only a pre-eminent political ruler, but also 

a man of pre-eminent moral qualities. 

Now, since evil is not political alone and is not accidental and tran¬ 

sitory, since it is human, it is thus stamped upon the spirits of all 

men; therefore it is spiritual and universally human. (Natural catas¬ 

trophe is not taken into account, since this sort of evil comes from 

God as a punishment for the evil deeds of men.) Therefore, salvation 

and redemption from this evil must also be spiritual and universal. 

In such wise the Messianic idea, without destroving its political at¬ 

tributes, became more and more spiritual, and without destroying its 

nationalist characteristics became more and more universal. The 

dreams of the people Israel became at the hands of the prophets the 

dreams of all humanity. Redemption encompasses not alone the peo¬ 

ple Israel and its land, but likewise all peoples and all lands. This is 

the goal of universal righteousness, of which the prophets were the 

supreme exponents. 

The sages of Greece also recognized the evil in the world, and 

from Socrates to the last of the Stoics, the philosophers longed for 

redemption from this evil. But since the evil they saw was more the 

natural evil, from which there is no flight or escape and for which no 
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human being is really to be blamed, therefore they sought deliverance 

in other ways. The Stoics and Cynics taught that salvation from the 

evil in this world is to be sought and found in salvation from the 

world itself, that is, in flight from the storms and passions of this 

world. Christianity, which was compounded of Judaism and Greek 

philosophy, has a redeemer of the world, but along with this there 

are also ascetics who are saved from the evil in the world by flight 

from the world to desert places and monasteries. Judaism, seeking 

redemption from the personal evil in this world, found it in improve¬ 

ment of the world by a personal Messiah alone. The personality of 

the Messiah became more and more elevated in the time of the proph¬ 

ets and the time of the Tannaim, finally reaching tremendous power 

and eminence. The Messiah had the attributes of a king, inherited 

from Moses, the judges, and David; to these were added also the at¬ 

tributes of a prophet. 
Thus the Messiah, as I have said, became a truly pre-eminent man, 

to the extent that the Jewish imagination could picture him: he was 

supreme in strength and heroism; he was also supreme in moral 

qualities. A great personality, which is incomparably higher and 

stronger than ordinary people, a personality to which all very will¬ 

ingly make themselves subject and which can overcome all things, 

but for these very reasons feeling a very strong sense of obligation— 

this is the pre-eminent man of Judaism. Of a pre-eminent man like 

this it is possible to say, “Thou hast made him a little lower than God.” 

For from a pre-eminent man like this to God is but a step. But this 

step Judaism did not take. It formed within the limits of a humanity, 

which is continually raising itself up, the ideal of flesh and blood, 

“the idea of the ultimate limit of man” (in the language of Kant), 

this great personality, only by means of which and by the help of 

which can redemption and salvation come to humanity—the King- 

Messiah. 

There is yet another great universal conception included in the 

Messianic expectation. 

We have already seen that the Israelite nation, which had a history 

of afflictions from the beginning of its growth, dreamed about a 

Golden Age, which was not behind it but before it. This Golden 
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Age was called “the end of the days” [“latter days,” “final days,” 

“final time,” and so on]. As long as these “coming days” had not ar¬ 

rived, the development of the nation was still incomplete; particularly 

so after its land, political power, sanctuary, and language had been 

destroyed. Judaism is, therefore, imperfect or, more correctly, lack¬ 

ing completion. And thus it will continue to be until it returns to its 

own land, until its sanctuary is rebuilt, and until its exiles are gathered 

in from the four corners of the earth—and until “the earth shall be 

full of the knowledge of the LORD as the waters cover the sea,” and 

“the wolf shall dwell with the lamb” [Isa. 11:6, 9]. Development and 

completion, therefore, were laid in the foundation of Judaism by 

means of the Messianic idea. And since the completion of the Jewish 

nation is connected with the completion of all humanity which must 

“be full of the knowledge of the LORD” and cease from wars and 

oppression, therefore included in the Messianic expectation is that 

concept of a general going-forward, which neither the Greeks nor 

any other peoples knew; in other words, the idea of progress in the 

broadest and most exalted sense.25 

Truly the Messianic idea is the most glistening jewel in the glorious 

crown of Judaism! 

25 There are objectors who would argue that this conclusion is the product of 
the idea of progress in which the liberal nineteenth century believed so com¬ 
pletely but which is now difficult to maintain, in view of all that has happened in 
world history; actually, however, the Messianic idea is an idea of sudden, cata¬ 
strophic change. These objectors should be reminded of the matter of the 
repentance which precedes the redemption; in the repentance required in the 
Messianic age a basic element is the demand for moral reform—and this is the 

very foundation of the idea of progress. 
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THE ORIGIN OF JEWISH ESCHATOLOGY 

NATHANIEL SCHMIDT 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 

ESCHATOLOGY is the doctrine concerning the last things 

(ra IcrxaTa, novissima, fYHntfn). It deals with man’s condition 
after death, the destiny of nations, and the end of the world. The 
Oxford dictionary defines it as l‘the department of theological 
science concerned with ‘the four last things’: death, judgment, 

heaven and hell”. This is obviously too narrow a definition. 
In so far as eschatology has to do with religious ideas it is, 
indeed, a part of theology. But even without religious stimulus 
man’s mind projects itself into the future as well as into the 
past. His scientific study of nature and his philosophy are as 
likely as his religion to occupy themselves with things to come. 
In the field of religious eschatology there are more things than 
the four mentioned. Even in Jewish and Christian eschatological 
thought, a place should be /given to such conceptions as the 
Messiah, the kingdom of heaven on earth, the intermediate 
state, the resurrection, the destruction of the world, the new 
heaven and the new earth. The sharp distinction between 

eschatology and messianism drawn by Hermann Cohen1 cannot 
be maintained; and the last things on earth can surely not 
be left out. Other ideas are found in the eschatology of other 
religions. Hugo Gressmann2 confines eschatology to the complex 
of ideas connected with the end of the world and the renovation 
of the world, excluding in principle all that concerns “death 

1 Die Religion tier Vcrminft, 1921. Cp. my observations on this import¬ 

ant posthumous work in Tho Philosophical Review, Jan. 1922, pp. 68 ff. 

2 Dcr Ur sprung dcr isra cl i tisch -judisch cn EscJiatologie, 1905. 
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and resurrection, in short the final destiny of the individual” 
Such limitations do not seem justified either by etymology or. 
usage. 

But attention had been too exclusively given to the fate 
of the individual. Even on the lower stages of religious devel¬ 
opment speculation upon things to come is not wholly limited 
to man’s condition after death. The shifting fortunes of war 
and the varying success in obtaining • supplies give rise to 

anxious or hopeful thoughts of what may befall the tribe. 
Devastating floods, fires, cyclones, earthquakes, or volcanic 
eruptions, and terror-inspiring eclipses of the heavenly bodies 
suggest the possibility of a destruction of the world. But the 

higher forms of eschatological thought presuppose a more 
complex social organization and a closer observation of natural 

phenomena. Hope of deliverance from foreign oppression is 
keenest where it springs from a proud and outraged national 
consciousness, kept alive by the memory of past greatness; 
and dreams of empire are born of the example set by mighty 
conquerors and rulers holding peoples in subjection. It is 
especially myths of astrological origin that furnish material 
for strongly developed eschatologies. Only prolonged observ¬ 
ation of the movements of the planets and the sun’s course 
through the signs of the zodiac can render possible the thought 
of a recurrence at the end of the present period of the events 
connected with the world’s origin, and the renovation of the 
world after its destruction. Eschatology clearly develops with 
the growth of man’s intellectual and moral perceptions, his 
larger social experience, and his expanding knowledge of nature. 

While there is a general similarity, the outward forms vary 
with the character of the environment and the peculiar genius 
of each people. Ideas, like commodities and fashions, pass 
from land to land, but if the native soil can produce them 
a foreign origin must not too hastily be assumed. 

These general considerations should be borne in mind in 
approaching the subject of Jewish eschatology. No one quest¬ 
ions that our extant literature reveals a marked difference 
between earlier and later ideas in respect of man’s condition 
after death, Israel’s destiny, and the future of the world. The 
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great prophets of the Assyrian and Chaldaean periods stand 
forth in striking contrast 'with their predecessors and their 
successors in the Persian and the Graeco-Roman periods. 

Their tremendous emphasis upon the ethical demands of Yahwe 
and their opposition to chauvinism and entangling foreign 
alliances have set them apart and given them an epoch-making 

significance. It is not strange, therefore, that modern inter¬ 
preters have been inclined to look upon them chiefly as moral 
teachers and to overlook the fact that they also were sooth¬ 
sayers and politicians. Their eyes were always turned toward 
the future, endeavoring to discern what Yahwe was about to 
do in the earth, and watching with anxiety the fulfilment of 
their prognostications of coming events. They took part in 

the raging political party strife of their day, if not with violent 
acts, as some who had gone before them, at least with fierce 
denunciations and strong intimidations. But they were powerful 
personalities, straightforward, fearless, and consistent. This has 
led many investigators of the books ascribed to them to regard 
as interpolations and additions sections that appeared to be 
out of harmony with their distinctive style, their characteristic 
cast of thought, and the historic situation that confronted them, 
and especially to athetize passages containing eschatological 
ideas foreign to the general tone and tenor of their oracles 
and known to have flourished in much later times. These 
passages have to do, not with the future of the individual, for 
on this point even the supposed interpolators, with one single 
exception (Isa. 26 19), still maintained the older yiew, but with 

the future of Israel and of the world. 
Against this critical treatment a reaction has recently set 

in, led by Gunkel, Eichhorn, Gressmann, Bousset, and to some 
extent Bertholet, Kittel and others. Having discovered in the 
Hebrew Bible numerous unmistakable allusions to myths 
apparently of Babylonian origin, in addition to those already 
recognized as such, Hermann Gunkel3 began to question the 
current explanation of certain peculiar expressions as merely 
figures of speech and to reject the zeitgescliichtliche Metliode, 

3 Schopfung lend Chaos, 1895. 
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as Auberlen4 had called it, that sees in many of them cryptic 

references to historic personalities. Suggestions in this direction 

were also made in academic lectures by that brilliant teacher, 
Albert Eichhorn. The same tendency was followed by Wilhelm 
Bousset,6 though somewhat more guardedly and with stronger 
emphasis on possible Persian influence. Besides extending this 

manner of approach to many of the major problems of Old 
Testament exegesis, Hugo Gressmann6 finally formulated a new 

theory and presented it in a work characterized by great 
learning, much ingenuity, and often rare insight. Briefly out¬ 
lined, the theory is this. Long before the time of Amos many 
myths of foreign origin had found their way into Israel and 

Judah and attached themselves to the thought ofYahwe and 
his dealings with his people, the other nations, and the world. 
Most important among these was the conception of a coming 
destruction of the world by fire, preceded by an accumulation 
of plagues, and followed by a renewal of the world and the 
return of the terrestrial paradise, with its innocence and 
blessedness, ruled over by a semi-divine being, the first man. 
This idea probably originated in Persia, came through Elam 
(possibly as early as 2000 b. c.) to Babylonia, and then traveled 
with the Amorites to Palestine, where it had already been 
saturated with the Jewish spirit in the eighth century b. c. 

The great prophets applied the myth of the cosmic catastrophe 
locally, but because of their moral earnestness suppressed the 
supplementary myth of the cosmic restoration, except that in 
some passages they made concessions to the popular eschat¬ 
ology. The allusions in these passages cannot be understood 

unless one bears in mind the original myth. In the Graeco- 
Roman period this ancient mythical material was again utilized 
by the apocalyptic seers, and fresh accessions from abroad 
made it possible for them to rear a more elaborate structure. 

A few typical illustrations must suffice to show the method of 
interpretation and the somewhat startling results. In Amos 5 is 
the prophet declares: MAh! ye who wish for the day ofYahwe! 

4 Der Prophet Daniel und die Off'enhamng Joliannis, 1854. 
5 Die Religion desJudentums, 1903,19002; Die jiidischc Apolcalyptiky 1903. 
6 l. c. 
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Wherefore would ye have the day of Yahwe? It will be darkness, 
and not light”. Zephaniah says (1 is): “their silver and their 
gold cannot save them on the day of Yahwe’s wrath, when all 

the land will be consumed by the fire of his anger; for he shall 
make a terrible end of all that dwell in the land”. The con¬ 
clusion is drawn that “the day of Yahwe” was a technical term 
popularly understood to mean both the end of the world through 
fire and its restoration, bringing in the golden age, but that 

the people generally expected to escape from the conflagration 
and share in the good time to come, while the prophets were 
unwilling to hold out any such hope. The thought of this day 
of Yahwe is supposed to be of foreign origin. So also the idea 
of a “Remnant”, which did not originate with Isaiah. The 
enemy from the north in Jeremiah and Zephaniah is not a 
definite people expected to come upon Judah from that direction, 
neither the Scythian nor the Chaldaean, but a mysterious being 
connected with the mountain of the gods in the north. “So 
gut der Nordberg gleich dem Gotterberge ist, so gut ist der 
Nordliche ein gottliches Wesen” (p. 190): and so is also the 
king of the north in Dan. 11 40ff., whom Porphyrius and others 
have identified with Antiochus IY Epiphanes. It is thought 
that an Israelitish origin for this divine being is excluded, 
“since it has for its foundation polytheism”. 

The child called Immanuel in Is. 7 grows up in a land 
where the people live on milk and honey. These are imported 
products. Palestine was not a land literally flowing with milk 
and honey. They are “Gotterspeise” and belong to the land 
of the gods. Immanuel is a mythical figure. The divine mother 
was probably originally Ishtar, not Damkina or Hathor. The 
hero expected by Isaiah (9 i-6) is a human king and a god, 

a kind of “Halbgott”. The mythical epithets point to Egypt 
where they are common in the royal protocols (p. 282). The 
court style used in reference to the reigning prince as well as 
the eschatological king could not have been invented in a small 
kingdom, but must have come from a world-power. In some 
of the Servant of Yahwe Songs, found in the appendix to the 
book of Isaiah, we have remains of a cult-song, referring 
originally to the death and resurrection of a god, probably 
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Hadad-Rimmon or Tammuz-Adonis. In some passages these 
reminiscences from a pagan cult are applied to the people of 
Israel. Like the mother of the Messiah, the Messiah himself 
is of foreign origin. The figure of a divine king could only be 

based on the apotheosis of kings, not found in Israel, but 
among its neighbours. “One like a man” (BOH in Dan. 7 13 

is not Michael, the guardian angel of the people to whom the 
kingdom is to be given, as I endeavoured to show in a paper 

read before this Society,7 but the highest angel, a semi-divine 
being, known as “the man”, an abbreviation of “the first man”, 
the king of paradise, originally a foreign god, possibly the 
Persian Gayomart (Bousset), but more likely some divinity 

surviving as an aeon in Gnostic speculation. This non-Jewish 

figure traveled to Palestine for the first time long before the 
days of Amos and Hosea, and a second time shortly before 
the Christian era. 

Criticism in detail is not possible within the limits of this 
paper. A few suggestions, however, may be offered. There is 
no room for doubt that myths of Sumerian, Akkadian, Arrapa- 
chitian, Amoritish, Aramaean, Canaanitish, Hittite, Egyptian, 
Cretan, and Assyrian origin found their way into Palestine 
and may have become known in Israel and Judah. This must 
certainly be the case with the stories concerning the creation 

of the world and primeval times. Nor can it be questioned 
that the rich development of eschatology in the Hasmonaean 
and Roman periods was influenced by Persian and Greek 
speculation. But the assumption of a foreign origin whenever 
a peculiar looking conception presents itself may easily become 
an obsession. Real evidence of advanced eschatological thought 
outside of Israel in the early times contemplated by the theory 
does not yet exist, or is at least extremely rare. Gunkel8 
rightly observes: “Aus der Beobachtung der Priicession der 
Sonne erklart sich ... die Gleichung von Urzeit und Endzeit, 
die in der Eschatologie eine solche Rolle spielt”. It is quite 
uncertain, however, how early observers in Babylonia were able 

t JBL, XIX, 1900, pp. 22 ff. 
3 Genesis,- p. 234. 
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to compute, even roughly, the precession of the equinoxes and 

consequently the cosmic year. Eduard Meyer9 ascribes the 

division of the equator and the ecliptic into 360 degrees, and 

of the latter into the twelve signs of the zodiac, to the Chal- 
daeans in the first millennium b. c. and the more important 

progress in astronomy as well as astrology among them to the 
time of the Chaldaean Kingdom and the Achaemenian and 
Seleucid dynasties. According to Seneca,10 Berosus maintained 

that “the world will burn when all the planets that now move 

in different courses come together in the Crab, so that they 
all stand in a straight line in the same sign, and the future 
flood will take place when the same conjunction occurs in 
Capricorn”. How much older this conception is than the third 

century b. c. we cannot tell. If the idea of the cosmic catastrophe 
and the restoration of the world came from Persia, we have 
absolutely no datable documents to show when it first appeared 
there. Nor is there any evidence of its presence in Elamitic 
inscriptions or any indication of what could be identified as 

Persian influence in Elam in the remote period suggested. 
The prophetic texts thus far discovered in Egypt do not 

show any idea of the destruction of the world through fire or 
reconstruction after such a catastrophe. They are important, 
however, because they clearly reveal the tendency of putting 
on the lips of ancient seers prophecies of historic events known 

to the real authors and of interpolating earlier texts, and also 
because the descriptions of present misery and future prosperity, 
in spite of the “Lust am Fabulieren” so characteristic of the 
Egyptians, keep within such modest bounds. A priest in the 
time of Snefru is credited with having predicted the coming 

of Ameni, probably Amenemhat I, and his successful reign, 

in a Petrograd papyrus and a wooden tablet at Cairo from 
the eighteenth dynasty. A demotic papyrus from the year 7 

a. d. tells of the prophecies of calamity and Assyrian con¬ 
quests uttered by a lamb in the 6th year of Bocchoris (c. 730 

b. c.). The fragment of a Greek papyrus.from the third century 

9 Geschichte dcs Altertums, I3, 1913, pp. 591 ff. 
10 Quaesttones naturales, III, 29. 
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A. d. apparently contains a translation of a defense made 

before a king Amenopbis by a potter accused of godlessness, 
who turns prophet, predicts disasters for Egypt, and then sud¬ 

denly dies. Unless the whole production is very late, there 
is an interpolation threatening “the city on the sea”—as the 

reference to Agathos Daemon shows, clearly Alexandria— 
with so complete a destruction that fishermen will dry their 
nets where it once stood. It goes on to foretell the coming 

of a king from the east, set up by Isis, in whose reign there 
will be such blessedness that those who survive into that period 
will wish the dead to rise in order to share their joy. The 
time is obviously approaching when the movable year will 
coincide with the fixed year, the end of a Sothis-period in 139 
A. D. One is tempted to think of a Jewish hand retouching an 
older text in the reign of Hadrian, or that of a native Egyptian 
having some familiarity with Jewish ideas and phraseology. 
“The Admonitions of Ipuwer”, in a Leiden papyrus, though 
supposed by Lange, Breasted, and Eduard Meyer to contain 
“messianic” elements, do not seem to refer to the future at 
all, as Gardiner and Gressmann11 have recognized. It is in¬ 
deed astonishing that so few analogies to Jewish eschatological 
ideas have yet been found. It may be confidently expected 
that more will be discovered .in course of time, giving a firmer 
foundation for theories of foreign influence, even where they 

seem today quite plausible. 
There is no logical necessity for supposing that the notion 

of a destruction of the world through fire and a new creation, 
admittedly based on very advanced astronomical knowledge, 
must have preceded the simpler thought of local catastrophes. 
The more clearly it is perceived that Yahwe was regarded 
as manifesting himself in the earthquake, the cyclone, the 
volcanic eruption, the shirokko, the fire from heaven, and the 
pestilence, the more natural it is to assume that such plagues 
were expected as punishments for sin, whether alone or in 
groups, long before they were looked upon as signs of an 
impending cosmic conflagration. Similarly, the blessings of 

11 Altoricntalische Texte und Bildcr, 1909, p. 210. 
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Yahwe, abundant harvests, plenty of flocks and herds, security 
against wild beasts, victories in war, rich booty, health, long¬ 
evity and numerous progeny, would be expected as gracious 
rewards long before they were thought of in connection with 

a restoration of the world after a cosmic conflagration and 
a return of the terrestrial paradise. The day ofYahwe looked 

for by the contemporaries of Amos may very well have been 

a day of victory and consequent prosperity, and the day of 

wrath, that fearful day, with which an Amos and a Zephaniah 

threatened the people, need be no more than a day of terrible 
defeat at the hands of foreign foes. If Yahwe afflicts them, 
not only with war, but with all its hellish train, and hurls at 
them the plagues that are his ancient agencies, this does not 
necessarily imply that he destroys the whole universe. There 
is no hint before Isaiah, either in Judah or among the other 
nations, of a mythical Remnant. His expectation that only 
few Juda-eans would survive the devastating judgment to turn 
to Yalxwe, as those who perished failed to do, does not neces¬ 
sarily suggest an already extant eschatological conception, 
nor a return from exile, nor the salvation of the elect. 

It is perfectly natural that Jeremiah should have interpreted 
his vision of the seething caldron as indicating the coming of 
an enemy from the north, that he should have been ignorant 
of the name of the Scythians approaching from that direction, 
of their alliance with Assyria, and of their purpose to attack 
Egypt rather than the Assyrian vassal-state, Judah, and that 
he should have been convinced that Yahwe was watching over 
the oracle he had given to fulfil it, and therefore applied it 
later to the Chaldaeans. Nowhere, except in the thought of 
Jeremiah and Zephaniah, is there an indication of any such 
northern enemy. The court-style, which has been so illuminat- 

ingly described by Grressmann, may indeed have been in part 
borrowed. But the modesty of small courts can scarcely be 
urged against Jewish originality. Isaiah may certainly have 
expected that a young woman looking forward to motherhood 
would call a son Immanuel, with the easy confidence which the 
overthrow of Damascus and Samaria would inspire, and that 
an Assyrian invasion would soon work such havoc in Judah 
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that a limited amount of milk and honey would suffice for 
the few survivors in a land reduced to a desert. Of a mother- 
goddess there is not the slightest suggestion; and though 
Palestine may not literally be flowing with milk and honey, 

this diet would not have to be imported from the land of the 
gods. A shoot springing up from the root of Jesse obviously 

presupposes the fall of the Daviclic dynasty and the birth of 
a scion of the old royal family on which the legitimatist hope 

centered. Whether a “Gotterkind” or not, it is not necessary 
to think that the dominion would rest on his shoulders before 
he had grown up. That the singer of the Servant of Yahwe, 
even in some passages, drew upon a cult-song, celebrating the 
death and resurrection of a foreign deity, seems an unneces¬ 
sary hypothesis, however ingenious it may be. Semites love to 
represent nations as individuals; and the death and quickening 
to new life of a nation is a figure of speech that does not 
necessarily imply complete extinction and an absolutely new 
creation. If the resurrection had not been barred out from 
the eschatological scheme, one would not have been startled 
to find the bones in Ezekiel’s valley interpreted as the disjecta 
membra of a god, possibly Osiris. 

Seeing that the everlasting kingdom is to be given to the 
people of the saints of the Most High, or the exalted saints 
(pvty ^*Hp), angelic nation, (and Gressmann himself admits 
that the one like a man in Dan. 7 13, as everywhere else in 
the book, is an angel), there appears to be no good reason 
why we should not regard Michael, the guardian angel of his 
people, as the highest of the angels. That he fights with the 
guardian angels and former gods of the world-powers does 
not militate against but rather strengthens this conclusion. 
He may indeed have been a god originally, as Gressmann 

thinks, and I suggested long ago. He was in course of time 

merged with the Messiah. No evidence has been brought 
forward to prove Gressmann’s assertion that the Messiah was 
once a foreign god (p. 282). The hope of an Anointed One, 
either a righteous and victorious king who shall be a genuine 
descendant of David, as in the Psalms of Solomon, or a high- 

pricstly ruler “of Aaron and Israel”, as in the Zadokite 
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documents, is altogether explicable as a native growth. Neither 
in Daniel, nor in the Parables of Enoch, nor in Baruch, nor 

in IV Ezra can the original KtW TU “the man” have been a 

title of either the angel or the Messiah. No arguments urged 
from any side—and they have all been carefully considered— 
have changed my conviction as to the essential soundness of the 

position laid down for the first time in a paper presented to 
this Society twenty-seven years ago12 both as to the employment 

of the term NtSO 13 in the original Aramaic texts of these 
apocalypses and as to its use by Jesus. Especially Grotius, 
Lagarde, Arnold Meyer and Eerdmans had paved the way. 
The same conclusions were reached independently, though 

published later, by Lietzmann; and they subsequently met with 

the approval of Wellhausen. In various publications13 I have 

continued the discussion, dealing with such objections as have 
been made. It has more recently been suggested that Jesus 
may have used the term d“lK p; this seems to be precluded 
by the definite article before the genitive in the Greek which 
evidently seeks to render very literally the Aramaic phrase, 
just as the Aramaic version by their KtMNT mn, m3, 
and NttO "DT ma seek to render word for word the Greek. 
Dalman1* recognizes that NtW “13 was used by Jesus, and that 
it was not a messianic title. He thinks that tWR rather than 
tWK 33, was used in Galilean Aramaic in the first century 

a. D. It is not impossible that one was used more frequently 
than the other, though in the absence of texts from that century 
it cannot be proved. His strange conjecture that, when it 
actually was employed at that time, as by Jesus, it was not 

understood, and not intended to be understood, in the sense 
it always has wherever it occurs in any of the Aramaic dialects 
certainly lacks all plausibility. In regard to the later apoca¬ 
lypses there is still too much confidence in the integrity and 
accuracy of late versions, themselves sometimes made from 
translations. This is not to be wondered at, when even in 
the interpretation of the prophetic books the simple duty is 

12 Published in JBL, XV, 1896, pp. 36 ff. 
** Encyclopaedia Biblica, 1903; The Prophet of Nazareth, 1906, etc. 
« Die Worte Jesu, 1898. 
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neglected of comparing long-suspected passages with, those 
that are all but universally recognized as genuine. It is too 
late to question that much mythical material of foreign origin 

was taken into the thought of Israel and adopted by its own 

religious genius, and there is no disposition to undervalue the 
real services rendered by scholars like Gunkel and Gressmann 
in detecting such alien elements. But some considerations are 
often overlooked. Before the prophets, and in spite of them, 
polytheism flourished in Israel; and there were native myths 
as well as foreign. Myths are what men say about the gods. 
What are the stories told about Yahwe himself but myths? 
Concerning the so-called “schools of the prophets” we know 
next to nothing. If the stories of Elijah and Elisha come 
from these “sons of the prophets”, they reveal little that can 
be traced to a foreign origin, but have many mythical as well 
as legendary features. On the other hand, there is a tendency 
to underestimate the creative power and originality of the great 
prophets and of those who struggled with the problems of 
thought under the mighty ethical impulse they had given. In 
respect of man’s condition after death the adoption ot the 
Persian doctrine of a resurrection seems to have been prepared, 
not only by the belief that Yahwe had taken certain heroes 
directly up to heaven and brought others back from Sheol by 
empowering his prophets to raise them from the dead, but 
also by peculiar moral considerations. While Job himself 
resolutely brushes aside “the hope of man”, he touches with 
infinite pathos upon the longing of the creator for the work 
of his hands that might lead him to call this creature back 

from Sheol into life. In the struggle for monotheism the simple 
explanation, in the appendix to Isaiah, that the other gods 
were simply stocks and stones did not satisfy. They were 
thought of as living beings reduced from their divine rank to 
be angels, among whom Yahwe must reign and rebellion be 
quelled. Thus justice was extended to the invisible world, and 
the way was paved for heaven and hell. In annotations to 
the prophecies against foreign nations, the idea of a return 
from exile was applied to some of them, and places of honor 
were given even to enemy nations by the side of Israel. When 

8 
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the notion of a cosmic conflagration and a following restoration, 
an mns corresponding to the rWfcO, appears in tangible form, 
the dominant note is the hope of a new heaven and a new 
earth, wherein dwelleth righteousness. This ethical motivation 

is of the greatest importance. 
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Toward an Understanding 

of the Messianic Idea 

in Judaism 

Gershom Scholem 

I 

Any discussion of the problems relating to Messianism is a 
delicate matter, for it is here that the essential conflict between 
Judaism and Christianity has developed and continues to exist. 
Although our discussion will not be concerned with this conflict, 
but rather with internally Jewish perspectives on Messianism, it 
will be of value to recall the central issue of this conflict. A totally 
different concept of redemption determines the attitude to Mes¬ 
sianism in Judaism and in Christianity; what appears to the one 
as a proud indication of its understanding and a positive achieve¬ 
ment of its message is most unequivocally belittled and disputed 
by the other. Judaism, in all of its forms and manifestations, has 
always maintained a concept of redemption as an event which 
takes place publicly, on the stage of history and within the com¬ 
munity. It is an occurrence which takes place in the visible world 
and which cannot be conceived apart from such a visible ap¬ 
pearance. In contrast, Christianity conceives of redemption as 

an event in the spiritual and unseen realm, an event which 
is reflected in the soul, in the private world of each individual, 
and which effects an inner transformation which need not corres¬ 
pond to anything outside. Even the civitas dei of Augustine, 
which within the confines of Christian dogmatics and in the 
interest of the Church has made the most far-reaching attempt 
both to retain and to reinterpret the Jewish categories of redemp¬ 
tion, is a community of the mysteriously redeemed within an un¬ 
redeemed world. What for the one stood unconditionally at the 
end of history as its most distant aim was for the other the true 
center of the historical process, even if that process was hence¬ 
forth peculiarly decked out as Heilsgescbichte. The Church was 

x 
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convinced that by perceiving redemption in this way it had over¬ 
come an external conception that was bound to the material 
world, and it had counterpoised a new conception that possessed 

higher dignity. But it was just this conviction that always seemed 
to Judaism to be anything but progress. The reinterpretation of 

the prophetic promises of the Bible to refer to a realm of in¬ 
wardness, which seemed as remote as possible from any contents 
of these prophecies, always seemed to the religious thinkers of 
Judaism to be an illegitimate anticipation of something which 
could at best be seen as the interior side of an event basically 
taking place in the external world, but could never be cut off from 
the event itself. What appeared to the Christians as a deeper ap¬ 
prehension of the external realm appeared to the Jew as its liqui¬ 
dation and as a flight which sought to escape verification of the 
Messianic claim within its most empirical categories by means of a 
non-existent pure inwardness. 

The history of the Messianic idea in Judaism has run its course 
within the framework of this idea’s never-relinquished demand for 
fulfillment of its original vision. The considerations I would like 
to set forth in what follows concern the special tensions in the 
Messianic idea and their understanding in rabbinic Judaism. These 
tensions manifest themselves within a fixed tradition which we 
shall try to understand. But even where it is not stated explicitly, 
we shall often enough find as well a polemical side-glance, or an 
allusion, albeit concealed, to the claims of Christian Messianism. 
A number of the things which I would here like to sum up briefly 
are obvious and hardly constitute an object of learned controversy; 
of others, however, this can hardly be said, and much as the his¬ 
tory of Messianism has been discussed, there is room for a sharper 
analysis of what it is that makes up the specific vitality of this 
phenomenon in the history of the Jewish religion. I shall not try 
to compete with historical and mythological analyses of the origins 
of Messianic belief in biblical texts or in the history of religion in 
general; such studies have been undertaken by outstanding scholars 
like Joseph Klausner, Willi Staerk, Hugo Gressmann, Sigmund 
Mowinckel, and many others.1 The object of these remarks is not 
the initial development of the Messianic idea but the varying 
perspectives by which it became an effective force after its crystal¬ 
lization in historical Judaism. In this connection it must be empha¬ 
sized that in the history of Judaism its influence has been exercised 
almost exclusively under the conditions of the exile as a primary 
reality of Jewish life and Jewish history. This reality lends its 
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special coloring to each of the various conceptions with which we 
shall be dealing here. 

Within rabbinic Judaism as a social and religious phenomenon 
three kinds of forces are active precisely at those points where it 
is the most alive: conservative, restorative, and utopian. The con¬ 
servative forces are directed toward the preservation of that which 
exists and which, in the historical environment of Judaism, was 
always in danger. They are the most easily visible and immediately 
obvious forces that operate in this type of Judaism. They have 
established themselves most effectively in the world of Hdakhah, 
in the construction and continuing preservation and development 

of religious law. This law determined the nature of the Jew’s 
life in exile, the only frame in which a life in the light of Sinaitic 
revelation seemed possible, and it is not surprising that it drew to 
itself, above all, the conservative forces. The restorative forces are 
directed to the return and recreation of a past condition which 
comes to be felt as ideal. More precisely, they are directed to a 
condition pictured by the historical fantasy and the memory of the 
nation as circumstances of an ideal past. Here hope is turned 
backwards to the re-establishment of an original state of things 
and to a "life with the ancestors." But there are, in addition, 
forces which press forward and renew; they are nourished by a 
vision of the future and receive utopian inspiration. They aim at 
a state of things which has never yet existed. The problem of 
Messianism in historical Judai'sm appears within the field of in¬ 
fluence of these forces. To be sure, the conservative tendencies, 
great and even crucial as their role and their significance were 
for the existence of the religious community of Judaism, have no 
part in the development of Messianism within this community. 
This is not true, however, of the two other tendencies which I 
characterize as restorative and utopian. Both tendencies are deeply 
intertwined and yet at the same time of a contradictory nature; 
the Messianic idea crystallizes only out of the two of them to¬ 
gether. Neither is entirely absent in the historical and ideological 
manifestations of Messianism. Only the proportion between them 
is subject to the widest fluctuations. Among various groupings 
within Jewry entirely different points of application for such 
forces and tendencies are emphasized. There has never been in 
Judaism a measured harmony between the restorative and the 
utopian factor. Sometimes the one tendency appears with maximal 
emphasis while the other is reduced to a minimum, but we never 
find a "pure case" of exclusive influence or crystallization of one of 
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these tendencies. The reason for this is clear: even the restorative 
force has a utopian factor, and in utopianism restorative factors 
are at work. The restorative tendency, per se, even when it under¬ 
stands itself as such—as for example in the case of Maimonides 
whose statements regarding the Messianic idea I shall shortly dis¬ 
cuss in greater detail—is nourished to no small degree by a 
utopian impulse which now appears as projection upon the past 
instead of projection on the future. The reason for this, too, is 
clear. There is a common ground of Messianic hope. The utopian¬ 
ism which presents the Jew of that epoch with the vision of an 
ideal as he would like to see it realized, itself falls naturally into 
two categories. It can take on the radical form of the vision of a 
new content which is to be realized in a future that will in fact be 
nothing other than the restoration of what is ancient, bringing 
back that which had been lost; the ideal content of the past at the 
same time delivers the basis for the vision of the future. However, 
knowingly or unknowingly, certain elements creep into such a 
restoratively oriented utopianism which are not in the least restora¬ 
tive and which derive from the vision of a completely new state 
of the Messianic world. The completely new order has elements 
of the completely old, but even this old order does not consist of 
the actual past; rather, it is a past transformed and transfigured 
in a dream brightened by the rays of utopianism.2 Thus the dia¬ 
lectically linked tension between the utopian and restorative factors 
provides us also with deep tensions in the forms of Messianism 
crystallized in rabbinic Judaism, to say nothing of the interioriza- 
tion of these impulses in Jewish mysticism. I shall now elaborate 
several principal structures of these forms and in so doing try to 
clarify the tensions they express. 

II 

When the Messianic idea appears as a living force in the world 

of Judaism—especially in that of medieval Judaism, which seems 
so totally interwoven with the realm of the Hdakhah—it always 
occurs in the closest connection with apocalypticism. In these 
instances the Messianic idea constitutes both a content of religious 
faith as such and also living, acute anticipation. Apocalypticism 
appears as the form necessarily created by acute Messianism. 

It is self-evident and needs no justification that the Messianic 
idea came into being not only as the revelation of an abstract 
proposition regarding the hope of mankind for redemption, but 
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rather in very specific historical circumstances. The predictions 
and messages of the biblical prophets come to an equal degree 
from revelation and from the suffering and desperation of those 
whom they addressed; they are spoken from the context of situa¬ 
tions and again and again have proven effective in situations 
where the End, perceived in the immediate future, was thought 
about to break in abruptly at any moment. To be sure, the pre¬ 
dictions of the prophets do not yet give us any kind of well- 
defined conception of Messianism. Rather we have a variety of 
different motifs in which the much emphasized utopian impulse— 
the vision of a better humanity at the End of Days—is inter¬ 
penetrated with restorative impulses like the reinstitution of an 
ideally conceived Davidic kingdom. This Messianic message of 
the prophets addresses man as a whole and sets forth images of 
natural and historical events through which God speaks and in 
which the End of Days is announced or realized. These visions 
never involve the individual as such, nor do these declarations 
claim any special "secret” knowledge gained from an inner realm 
not accessible to every man. By contrast, the words of the apocalyp- 
tists represent a shift in this view of the content of prophecy. 
These anonymous authors of writings like the biblical book of 
Daniel, the two books of Enoch, Fourth Ezra, the Baruch apocalyp¬ 
ses, or the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs—to name only a 
few documents of this at one time seemingly over-flourishing lit¬ 
erature—encase the words of’the ancient prophets in a frame 
which they mold and furnish in their own way. 

Here God no longer shows the seer individual instances of his¬ 
torical occurrence or only a vision of history’s end; rather he sees 
all of history from beginning to end with particular emphasis on 
the arrival of that new aeon which manifests itself and prevails 
in the Messianic events. The Pharisee Josephus had already seen 
Adam, the first man, as a prophet whose vision encompassed not 
only the flood in Noah’s day but also the flood of fire at the end 
of time and thus included all of history.3 The talmudic Aggadah 
saw things very much the same: God shows Adam—but also 
Abraham or Moses—the entire past and future, the current and 
the final aeon.4 Likewise, the priest of the End of Days (the 
priestly Messiah) who appears in the Habakkuk commentary of 
the Dead Sea sectarians, will be able to interpret the visions of 
the ancient prophets regarding the total course of the history of 
Israel as all of their features now become fully visible. In this 
interpretation of the visions of the ancient prophets or even in 

55 



6 THE MESSIANIC IDEA IN JUDAISxM 

the work of the apocalyptists themselves, motifs of current history, 
which refer to contemporary conditions and needs, are closely 
intertwined with those of an apocalyptic, eschatological nature, in 

which not only the experiences of the present exercise an influ¬ 
ence, but often enough ancient mythical images are filled with 
utopian content. As students of apocalypticism have always noted 

correctly, in this process the new eschatology moves decisively 

beyond the ancient prophecies. Hosea, Amos, or Isaiah know only 

a single world, in which even the great events at the End of Days 
run their course. Their eschatology is of a national kind: it speaks 
of the re-establishment of the House of David, now in ruins, and 
of the future glory of an Israel returned to God; also of ever¬ 

lasting peace and the turning of all nations toward the one God of 
Israel and away from heathen cults and images. In contrast, 
apocalypticism produced the doctrine of the two aeons which 
follow one another and stand in antithetical relationship: this 
world and the world to come, the reign of darkness and the 
reign of light. The national antithesis between Israel and the 
heathens is broadened into a cosmic antithesis in which the 

realms of the holy and of sin, of purity and impurity, of life and 
death, of light and darkness, God and the anti-divine powers, 
stand opposed. A wider cosmic background is superadded to the 
national content of eschatology and it is here that the final 
struggle between Israel and the heathens takes place. There arise 
the conceptions of the Resurrection of the Dead, of reward and 
punishment in the Last Judgment, and of Paradise and Hell, in 
which notions of individual retribution at the End of Days occur 
in conjunction with promises and threats addressed to the nation. 
All these are conceptions which are now closely tied to the ancient 
prophecies. The words of the prophets, which in their original 
context appear so clear and direct, henceforth become riddles, 
allegories, and mysteries which are interpreted—one might say, 
deciphered—by an apocalyptic homiletic or an original apocalyptic 

vision. And thus we have the framework in which the Messianic 
idea now begins its historical influence. 

But there is an additional factor. As the meaning of the Greek 
word indicates, apocalypses are revelations or disclosures of God’s 
hidden knowledge of the End. That is to say, what reached the 
prophets as knowledge which could hardly be proclaimed with 
sufficient loudness and publicity, in the apocalypses becomes 
secret. It is one of those enigmas of Jewish religious history that 
have not been satisfactorily solved by any of the many attempts at 
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explanation just what the real reason is for this metamorphosis 

which makes knowledge of the Messianic End, where it oversteps 
the prophetic framework of the biblical texts, into an esoteric form 
of knowing. Why does the apocalyptist conceal himself instead of 
shouting his vision into the face of the enemy power as did the 
prophets? Why does he load the responsibility for those visions, 
fraught with danger, on the heroes of biblical antiquity and why 

does he convey them only to the select or initiated? Is it politics? 
Is it a changed understanding of the nature of this knowing? There 
is something disturbing in this transcendence of the prophetic 
which at the same time carries along with it a narrowing of its 
realm of influence. It cannot be coincidental that for nearly a 
millennium this character of apocalyptic knowing has also been 
preserved by the heirs of the ancient apocalyptists within rabbinic 
Judaism. For them it takes its place at the side of the gnostic 
knowledge of the merkabak, the throne-world of God and its mys¬ 
teries which, explosive as this knowledge in itself was, could be 
reported only in a whisper. Not without reason the writings of the 
merkcibah mystics in Judaism always contain apocalyptic chapters.5 
The stronger the loss of historical reality in Judaism during the 
turmoil surrounding the destruction of the Second Temple and 
of the ancient world, the more intensive became consciousness of 
the cryptic character and mystery of the Messianic message, which 
indeed always referred precisely to the re-establishment of that 
lost reality although it also went beyond it. 

In an almost natural way Messianic apocalypticism orders the 
old promises and traditions, along with the newly adhering motifs, 
interpretations, and reinterpretations, under the two aspects which 
the Messianic idea henceforth takes on and keeps in Jewish con¬ 
sciousness. These two aspects, which in fact are based on the 
words of the prophets themselves and are more or less visible 
there, concern the catastrophic and destructive nature of the re¬ 
demption on the one hand and the utopianism of the content of 

realized Messianism on the other. Jewish Messianism is in its 
origins and by its nature—this cannot be sufficiently emphasized— 
a theory of catastrophe. This theory stresses the revolutionary, 
cataclysmic element in the transition from every historical present 
to the Messianic future. This transition itself becomes a problem in 
that, beginning with the words of the prophets Amos and Isaiah, 
the really non-transitional character of it is pointed up and empha¬ 
sized. Isaiah’s Day of the Lord (chapters 2 and 4) is a day of 
catastrophe and is described in visions which stress this catastrophic 
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nature in the extreme. But we learn nothing about how that Day 
of the Lord, on which previous history ends and on which the 
world is shaken to its foundations, is related to the "End of Days" 
(promised at the beginning of chapter 2 of Isaiah) on which the 

House of the Lord shall be established at the top of the mountains 
and the peoples flow unto it. 

The elements of the catastrophic and the visions of doom are 
present in peculiar fashion in the Messianic vision. On the one 

hand, they are applied to the transition or destruction in which the 
Messianic redemption is born—hence the ascription of the Jewish 
concept of "birth pangs of the Messiah" to this period. But, on 
the other hand, it is also applied to the terrors of the Last Judg¬ 
ment which in many of these descriptions concludes the Messianic 

period instead of accompanying its beginnings. And thus for the 
apocalyptist’s glance the Messianic utopia may often become 
twofold. The new aeon and the days of the Messiah are no longer 
one (as they still are in some writings of this literature); rather 
they refer to two periods of which the one, the rule of the Mes¬ 
siah, really still belongs to this world; the other, however, already 
belongs entirely to the new aeon which begins with the Last 
Judgment. But this doubling of the stages of redemption is 
mostly the result of learned exegesis which seeks to put every 
saying of the Bible harmoniously into place. In an original vision 

catastrophe and utopia do not twice follow after each other, but it 
is precisely by their uniqueness that they bring to bear with full 
force the two sides of the Messianic event. 

However, before I devote a few remarks to these two sides of 
the Messianic idea as they characterize Messianic apocalypticism, 
I must preface a word intended to correct a widespread misconcep¬ 
tion. I am referring to the distortion of historical circumstances, 
equally popular among both Jewish and Christian scholars, which 
lies in denying the continuation of the apocalyptic tradition in 
rabbinic Judaism. This distortion of intellectual history is quite 
understandable in terms of the anti-Jewish interests of Christian 
scholars as well as the anti-Christian interests of Jewish ones. It 
was in keeping with the tendencies of the former group to regard 
Judaism only as the antechamber of Christianity and to see it as 
moribund once it had brought forth Christianity. Their view led 
to the conception of a genuine continuation of Messianism via the 
apocalyptists in the new world of Christianity. But the other 
group, too, paid tribute to their own prejudices. They were the 
great Jewish scholars of the nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
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turies, who to a great extent determined the popular image of 

Judaism. In view of their concept of a purified and rational 
Judaism, they could only applaud the attempt to eliminate or 
liquidate apocalypticism from the realm of Judaism. Without 
regrets, they left the claim of apocalyptic continuity to a Christian¬ 
ity which, to their minds, gained nothing on that account. His¬ 
torical truth was the price paid for the prejudices of both camps. 
Attempts to eliminate apocalypticism completely from the realm of 

rabbinic Judaism have not been lacking since the Middle Ages 
and in what follows we shall even deal with the most consequen¬ 

tial of these attempts, that of Maimonides. Such attempts represent 
one tendency among other, entirely different ones which have 
also been active in the history of Judaism. By themselves these 
attempts can claim no value as a truthful representation of the 
historical reality of Judaism. For this denial of apocalypticism set 
out to suppress exceedingly vital elements in the realm of Judaism, 
elements filled with historical dynamism even if they combined 
destructive with constructive forces. The idea that all apocalyptic 
currents of the pre-Christian age flowed into Christianity and there 
found their real place is a fiction which cannot be maintained 
against more careful historical examination. Just after the origin 
of the known apocalypses, especially those of the first pre- and 
post-Christian centuries, an undiminished mighty stream of apoca¬ 
lypticism rushes forth within the Jewish rabbinic tradition; in part 
it flows into the channel of the'talmudic and aggadic literature, in 
part it finds its expression in its own literature, preserved in 
Hebrew and Aramaic. There can be no talk of a discontinuity 
between these later apocalypses and those ancient ones whose 
Hebrew originals have until now remained lost and which have 
only been preserved in translations and in the adaptations of the 
Christian churches. While one may question to which Jewish 
circles these independent writings that preserve their pseudepi- 
graphic literary form really belong—nothing iri them contradicts 
the spiritual world of the rabbis even if it is not possible to 
bring them into close relationship with it—there remains no 
doubt about the entry of apocalyptic tradition into the House 0 

Study and the range of ideas of the traditional scholars. Here 
the cover of anonymity is again thrown off, the secretive whisper 
turns into an open exchange of ideas, into formal instruction, an 
even into pointed epigrams whose authors, with their often we 
known names, take responsibility for their words. The significance 
of these two sources of rabbinic apocalypticism for an under- 
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standing of Messianism in the world of the Hdakhah cannot be 

estimated too highly. 
I spoke of the catastrophic nature of redemption as a decisive 

characteristic of every such apocalypticism, which is then comple¬ 

mented by the utopian view of the content of realized redemption. 
Apocalyptic thinking always contains the elements of dread and 
consolation intertwined. The dread and peril of the End form an 
element of shock and of the shocking which induces extravagance. 
The terrors of the real historical experiences of the Jewish people 
are joined with images drawn from the heritage of myth or 
mythical fantasy. This is expressed with particular forcefulness in 
the concept of the birth pangs of the Messiah which in this case 
means the Messianic age. The paradoxical nature of this concep¬ 

tion exists in the fact that the redemption which is born here is in 
no causal sense a result of previous history. It is precisely the lack 
of transition between history and the redemption which is always 

stressed by the prophets and apocalyptists. The Bible and the 
apocalyptic writers know of no progress in history leading to the 
redemption. The redemption is not the product of immanent de¬ 
velopments such as we find it in modern Western reinterpreta¬ 
tions of Messianism since the Enlightenment where, secularized 
as the belief in progress, Messianism still displayed unbroken 
and immense vigor. It is rather transcendence breaking in upon 
history, an intrusion in which history itself perishes, transformed 
in its ruin because it is struck by a beam of light shining into it 
from an outside source. The constructions of history in which the 
apocalyptists (as opposed to the prophets of the Bible) revel have 
nothing to do with modern conceptions of development or pro¬ 
gress, and if there is anything which, in the view of these seers, 
history deserves, it can only be to perish. The apocalyptists have 

always cherished a pessimistic view of the world. Their optimism, 
their hope, is not directed to what history will bring forth, but to 
that which will arise in its ruin, free at last and undisguised. 

To be sure, the "light of the Messiah” which is to shine 
wondrously into the world, is not always seen as breaking in with 
complete suddenness; it may become visible by gradations and 
stages, but these gradations and stages have nothing to do with 
the history that has gone before. "It is told of Rabbi Hiyya and 
Rabbi Simeon that they walked in the valley of Arbela early in 
the morning and saw the dawn breaking on the horizon. There¬ 
upon Rabbi Hiyya said: 'So too is Israel’s redemption; at first it 
will be only very slightly visible, then it will shine forth more 
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brightly, and only afterwards will it break forth in all of its 
glory.’ ”G Such a belief was very common among apocalyptic cal¬ 

culators in all ages whenever they sought schemata according to 
which the different stages of the redemption would occur within 
the frame of the Last Days. But the apocalyptic calculation which 

relied upon numbers and constellations expresses only one side of 
this point of view and many teachers repudiated it again and 

again, not without reason, though with little success. In opposi¬ 
tion to it stands the no less powerful sentiment that the Messianic 
age cannot be calculated. This was most pointedly expressed in 
the words of a talmudic teacher of the third century: 'Three 
things come unawares: the Messiah, a found article, and a scor¬ 

pion.”7 And with sharper stress on the always possible End, the 
immediacy to God of each day, we find: Tf Israel would repent 
even for a single day, they would be instantly redeemed and the 
Son of David would instantly come, for it says (Ps. 95:7): Today 

if you will listen to His voice.”8 
Such words add to the concept of the spontaneity of the re¬ 

demption the idea, expressed in numerous moral dicta of the 
talmudic literature, that there are deeds which, as it were, help to 
bring about the redemption, somewhat like a midwife at a birth. 
Whoever does one thing or-another (whoever, for example, cites 
what he has heard, stating the name of his source), "he brings 
redemption into the world.” But here it is not a matter of real 
causality, only of an already established frame for pointed, sen¬ 
tentious formulations which are directed less at the Messianic re¬ 
demption than at the moral value of the suggested conduct. 
Indeed, statements of this kind stand totally outside the realm of 
apocalyptic thought. They present a moralism which must have 
been welcomed by later reinterpretations of Mcssianism in the 
sense of a rational and sensible utopianism. But in fact there can 
be no preparation for the Messiah. He comes suddenly, unan¬ 
nounced, and precisely when he is least expected or when hope 
has long been abandoned. 

This deep feeling of the impossibility of calculating the Mes¬ 
sianic age has produced in the Messianic Aggadah the idea of the 
occultation of the Messiah, who is always already present some¬ 
where and whom a profound legend, not without cause, allows to 
have been born on the day of the destruction of the Temple. Be¬ 
ginning at the moment of the deepest catastrophe there exists the 
chance for redemption. "Israel speaks to God: When will You 
redeem us? He answers: When you have sunk to the lowest level, 
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at that time will I redeem you.”9 Corresponding to this continually 
present possibility is the concept of the Messiah who continually 
waits in hiding. It has taken many forms, though admittedly none 
more grand than that which, with extravagant anticipation, has 

transplanted the Messiah to the gates of Rome, where he dwells 
among the lepers and beggars of the Eternal City.10 This truly stag¬ 
gering “rabbinic fable” stems from the second century, long be¬ 
fore the Rome which has just destroyed the Temple and driven 
Israel into exile itself becomes the seat of the Vicar of Christ and 
of a Church seeking dominion by its claim to Messianic fulfill¬ 
ment. This symbolic antithesis between the true Messiah sitting at 
the gates of Rome and the head of Christendom, who reigns there, 
accompanies Jewish Messianic thought through the centuries. And 
more than once we learn that Messianic aspirants have made a 
pilgrimage to Rome in order to sit by the bridge in front of the 
Castel Sant’ Angelo and thus enact this symbolic ritual. 

Ill 

This catastrophic character of the redemption, which is essential to 
the apocalyptic conception, is pictured in all of these texts and 
traditions in glaring images. It finds manifold expression: in world 
wars and revolutions, in epidemics, famine, and economic catas¬ 
trophe; but to an equal degree in apostasy and the desecration of 
God’s name, in forgetting of the Torah and the upsetting of all 
moral order to the point of dissolving the laws of nature.11 Such 
apocalyptic paradoxes regarding the final catastrophe were accepted 
even into as sober a text as the Mishnah, the first canonical codi¬ 
fication of the Halcikbah. 

In the footsteps of the Messiah [i.e., in the period of his arrival] pre¬ 
sumption will increase and respect disappear. The empire will turn to 
heresy and there will be no moral reproof. The house of assembly will 
become a brothel, Galilee will be laid waste, and the people of the 
frontiers will wander from city to city and none will pity them. The 
wisdom of the scribes will become odious and those who shun sin will 
be despised; truth will nowhere be found. Boys will shame old men 
and old men will show deference to boys. “The son reviles the father, 
the daughter rises up against the mother ... a man’s enemies are the 
men of his own house” (Micah 7:6). The face of the generation is like 
the face of a dog [i.e., brazenness will reign]. On whom shall we then 
rely? On our Father in heaven.12 
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The pages of the Talmud tractate Sanhedrin which deal with the 

Messianic age are full of most extravagant formulations of this 
kind. They drive toward the point that the Messiah will come only 
in an age which is either totally pure or totally guilty and corrupt. 
Little wonder that in one such context the Talmud cites the bald 

statement of three famous teachers of the third and fourth cen¬ 
turies: "May he come, but I do not want to see him."13 

Though the redemption, then, cannot be realized without dread 
and ruin, its positive aspect is provided with all the accents of 
utopianism. This utopianism seizes upon all the restorative hopes 
turned toward the past and describes an arc from the re-establish¬ 
ment of Israel and of the Davidic kingdom as a kingdom of God 
on earth to the re-establishment of the condition of Paradise as it 
is foreseen by many old Midrashim, but above all by the thought 
of Jewish mystics, for whom the analogy of First Days and Last 
Days possess living reality. But it does more than that. For already 

in the Messianic utopianism of Isaiah we find the Last Days con¬ 
ceived immeasurably more richly than any beginning. The condi¬ 
tion of the world, wherein the earth will be full of the knowledge 
of the Lord as the waters cover the sea (Isa. 11:9), does not 
repeat anything that has ever been, but presents something new. 
The world of tikknn, the re-establishment of the harmonious con¬ 
dition of the world, which in the Lurianic Kabbalah is the Mes¬ 
sianic world, still contains a strictly utopian impulse. That harmony 
which it reconstitutes does not at all correspond to any condition of 
things that has ever existed even in Paradise, but at most to a plan 
contained in the divine idea of Creation. This plan, however, even 
with the first stages of its realization, came up against that dis¬ 
turbance and hindrance of the cosmic process known as the "break¬ 
ing of the vessels" which initiates the Lurianic myth. In reality, 
therefore, the Last Days realize a higher, richer, and more ful¬ 
filled condition than the First Days, and even the Kabbalists re¬ 
main bound to a utopian conception. The contents of this utopia 
differ in the various circles. The model of a renewed humanity 
and of a renewed kingdom of David or of a descendant of David, 
which represents the prophetic legacy of Messianic utopianism, is 
often enough combined by the apocalyptists and mystics with a 
renewed condition of nature and even of the cosmos as a whole. 
The escapist and extravagant character of such utopianism, which 
undertakes to determine the content of redemption without having 
experienced it yet in fact, does of course subject it to the wild 
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indulgence of fantasy. But it always retains that fascinating vitality 

to which no historical reality can do justice and which in times of 
darkness and persecution counterpoises the fulfilled image of 

wholeness to the piecemeal, wretched reality which was available 
to the Jew. Thus the images of the New Jerusalem that float be¬ 
fore the eyes of the apocalyptists always contain more than was 

ever present in the old one, and the renewal of the world is 
simply more than its restoration. 

In this connection, the talmudic teachers were already faced 
with the question whether one may "press for the End," that is to 

say, force its coming by one's own activity. Here we find a deep 
cleavage of opinion with regard to Messianism. The dream was 
not always accompanied by the determination to do something for 
its realization. On the contrary: it is one of the most important 
characteristics of Messianism that to the minds of a great many 
there was an abyss here. And this is not surprising since precisely 
in the biblical texts which served as the basis for the crystalliza¬ 
tion of the Messianic idea it is nowhere made dependent upon 
human activity. Neither Amos’ Day of the Lord nor Isaiah's 
visions of the End of Days are deemed the results of such action. 
Likewise, the ancient apocalyptists, who undertook to disclose the 
secrets of the End, know nothing of this. In truth, everything is 
here attributed to God and it is just this that lends a special 
character to the contradiction between what is and what shall be. 
The warnings against human action which dares to bring about 
the redemption have always been most offensive to the revolution¬ 
ary and to the one who "presses for the End," as the Jewish term 
would have it. But they do not lack legitimacy, and they are by no 
means only signs of weakness and possible cowardice (although 
they may sometimes be that as well). 

In Song of Songs 2:7 we find the verse: "I adjure you, 
daughters of Jerusalem, by the gazelles and by the hinds of the 
field, do not awaken or stir up love until it is ready." Rabbi Helbo 

comments: "Four vows are contained here. The Israelites are 

adjured not to revolt against the kingdoms of the world [the 
secular powers], not to press for the End, not to reveal their 
mystery to the nations of the world, and not to come up from 
exile like a wall [in great masses]. But, if so, why does King 
Messiah come? To gather in the exiled of Israel." 

Thus we read in the old Midrash to the Song of Songs.14 But 
likewise the author of Fourth Ezra is exhorted by the angel: "You 
will certainly not want to hasten more than the Creator" (4:34). 
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This is the attitude of the spokesmen of that Messianism in 

Judaism which still placed all hope on unbroken faith in God. It 
corresponds to and originates from the afore-mentioned concep¬ 
tion of the essential lack of relation between human history and 
the redemption. But we can understand why such an attitude was 
again and again in danger of being overrun by the apocalyptic cer¬ 
tainty that the End had begun and all that was still required was 
the call to ingathering. Ever and again the revolutionary opinion 
that this attitude deserves to be overrun breaks through in the 
Messianic actions of individuals or entire movements. This is the 
Messianic activism in which utopianism becomes the lever by 
which to establish the Messianic kingdom. One may, perhaps, 
formulate the question which produced this division of minds 
more pointedly. It would then be: Can man master his own 
future? And the answer of the apocalyptist would be: no. But the 
enticement to action, the call to fulfillment, is inherent in this 
projection of the best in man upon his future, which is just what 
Jewish Messianism in its utopian elements so emphatically set 

forth. 
And it is not surprising that beyond the repudiations and res¬ 

ervations of the theologians, historical recollection and. mythical 
legend together kept alive the memory of the Messianic ventures 
of Bar Kokhba or of Sabbatai Zevi, who created epochs in the 
history of Judaism. The legend of Rabbi Joseph de la Reyna, 
which long enjoyed great popularity,15 pictures in extreme fashion 
an individual’s enticement to Messianic action, an enticement which 
must fail because no one is capable of such action. It describes 
the undertaking of a great teacher in Israel, for whom the re¬ 
demption is concentrated on shattering only one last barrier. But 
it must be done by magic, and it must fail for just this reason. 
This legend of the great magician and Kabbalist who captured 
Sammael, the devil, and thus could have brought about the redemp¬ 
tion if he had not himself fallen under the devil’s sway in the 
process, is a grand allegory on all "pressing for the End.” Such 

Joseph de la Reynas have never been lacking in Jewish life, 
whether they remained hidden in some corner of the exile or, by 
exposing their identity and exaggerating their own magic, made 
the jump into world history. 

This Messianic activism, incidentally, lies on that peculiar 
double line of mutual influence between Judaism and Christianity 
which goes hand in hand with inner tendencies of development 
in both religions. The political and chiliastic Messianism of impor- 
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tunt religious movements within Christianity often appears as a 
reflection of what is really Jewish Messianism. It is well known 
how vigorously such tendencies were decried as Judaizing heresies 
by their orthodox opponents in Catholicism and Protestantism 
alike. From a purely phenomenological point of view there is 
doubtless some truth to these reproaches, even if in historical 
reality these tendencies also arise spontaneously from attempts to 
take Messianism seriously and from a feeling of dissatisfaction 
with a Kingdom of God which is to lie within us and not about us. 
The more Christian Messianism—to use the words of a significant 
Protestant theologian, who with this formulation no doubt be¬ 
lieved he had expressed something most positive 16—presented it¬ 
self as ‘’this wondrous certainty of pure inwardness,” the more 
strongly dissatisfaction with this view had to find itself referred 
back to the Jewish vision. And thus, again and again, such chilias- 
tic and revolutionary Messianism as emerges, for example, among 

the Taborites, the Anabaptists, or the radical wing of the Puritans, 
draws its inspiration mainly from the Old Testament and not 
from Christian sources. To be sure, it is the Christian conviction 
regarding the redemption which has already come that lends this 
activism a special seriousness and its special vehemence—and thus 
its significance in world history. In the Jewish realm, from which 
it originates, this activism remains singular and strangely power¬ 
less precisely because it is aware of the radical difference between 
the unredeemed world of history and that of the Messianic re¬ 
demption, as I have explained it above. Parallel to this line, along 
which Judaism has again and again furnished Christianity with 
political chiliastic Messianism, runs the other one, along which 
Christianity, for its part, has bequeathed to Judaism or aroused 
within it the tendency to discover a mystical aspect of the interior- 

ization of the Messianic idea. To be sure, this aspect comes to the 
same degree from the inner movement and development of mysti¬ 
cism in Judaism itself, for which the Messianically promised real¬ 
ity must in addition appear as a symbol of an inner condition of 
the world and of man. It will always remain difficult to decide 
how much may be said of historical influence with regard to these 
two channels and how much must be ascribed to immanent move¬ 
ment within each one's own world of ideas. 

The interiorization of the redemption remains a problem even 
where, unlike in Christianity, it did not serve to establish a thesis 
alleging that in the redemption something like a pure inwardness 
bursts forth. I have already stressed that it is indicative of the 
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special position of Judaism in the history of religion that it 
thought nothing of such a chemically pure inwardness of redemp¬ 
tion. I do not say: thought little, but thought nothing at all. An 

inwardness, which does not present itself in the most external 
realm and is not bound up with it in every way, was regarded 

here as of no value. According to the dialectics of Jewish mysti¬ 
cism, the drive to the essence was at the same time the drive 
outward. The re-establishment of all things in their proper place, 
which constitutes the redemption, produces a totality that knows 
nothing of such a division between inwardness and outwardness. 
The utopian element in Messianism refers to this totality and to 
it alone. Historically, this totality could be viewed with a double 
glance, cast upon the inner and outer aspect of the world, as in 
the Lurianic Kabbalah, so long as it was certain that one would 
not fall victim to the other. But it remains peculiar that this ques¬ 
tion concerning the inner aspect of the redemption should emerge 
so late in Judaism—though it finally does emerge with great 
vehemence. In the Middle Ages it played no role. Perhaps this 
is connected with the repudiation of the Christian claim which 
just at that time returned to the notion of the inwardness of 
redemption and insisted upon it, a notion which was so evidently 
refuted on the stage of history and therefore, as far as the 
churches were concerned, had no business being there. 

IV 

In the above, I have emphasized the two aspects of the Messianic 
idea which appear in rabbinic Judaism and provide it with on¬ 
going apocalyptic inspiration: the catastrophic and the utopian. 
Yet the figure of the Messiah, in whom the fulfillment of redemp¬ 
tion is concentrated, remains peculiarly vague; and this, I think, 
has good reason. Features of such varying historical and psycho¬ 
logical origins are gathered into this medium of fulfillment and 
coexist within it that they do not furnish a clear picture of the 
man. One is almost tempted to say that his character is over¬ 
determined and therefore has again become uncertain. Unlike 
Christian or Shiite Messianism, no memories of a real person are 
at work here which, though they might arouse the imagination 
and attract old images of expectation, nonetheless are always 
bound to something deeply personal. Jesus or the Hidden Imam, 
who once existed as persons, possess the unmistakable and un¬ 
forgettable qualities of a person. This is just what the Jewish 
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image of the Messiah, by its nature, cannot have since it can 
picture everything personal only in completely abstract fashion, 
having as yet no living experience on which to base it. 

There is, however, a historical development in this character 
of the Messiah on which the two aspects stressed here shed a 
great deal of light. I am referring to the doubling of the figure 

of the Messiah, its split into a Messiah of the House of David and 
one of the House of Joseph. This conception of the "Messiah ben 
Joseph" was again discussed only a few years ago in a very inter¬ 
esting monograph by Siegmund Hurwitz which tries to explain 
its origins in psychological terms.17 But I think it can best be 
understood in terms of those two aspects with which we have 
been concerned here. The Messiah ben Joseph is the dying Messiah 
who perishes in the Messianic catastrophe. The features of the 
catastrophic are gathered together in him. He fights and loses— 
but he does not suffer. The prophecy of Isaiah regarding the suf¬ 
fering servant of God is never applied to him. He is a redeemer 
who redeems nothing, in whom only the final battle with the 
powers of the world is crystallized. His destruction coincides with 
the destruction of history. By contrast, when the figure is split, 
all of the utopian interest is concentrated on the Messiah ben 
David. He is the one in whom what is new finally comes to the 
fore, who once and for all defeats the antichrist, and thus pre¬ 
sents the purely positive side of this complex phenomenon. The 
more these two sides are made independent and emphasized, the 
more this doubling of the Messiah figure remains alive for the 
circles of apocalyptic Messianists even in later Judaism. The more 
this dualism becomes weakened, the less is the doubling men¬ 
tioned, and the special figure of the Messiah ben Joseph becomes 
superfluous and meaningless. 

Such mitigations of the dualism occur even in the talmudic 
literature itself. Much as apocalyptic imagination fascinated many 
rabbinic teachers, and varied as its continuing influence was in 
medieval Judaism, more sober conceptions remained alive as well. 
There were many who felt repulsed by apocalypticism. Their atti¬ 
tude is most sharply expressed by the strictly anti-apocalyptical 
definition of the Babylonian teacher Samuel of the first half of the 
third century, which is often referred to in the Talmud: "The 
only difference between this aeon and the Days of the Messiah is 
the subjection [of Israel] to the nations." 18 This obviously po¬ 
lemical utterance provides the cue for a tendency with which we 
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shall still have to deal in terms of its effect and its crystallization 

in the powerful formulations of Maimonides. 
Such counter-tendencies have not, however, been able to ham¬ 

per the continuing effectiveness of radical apocalyptic, utopian 
currents in Jewish Messianism. On the contrary, one might say 

that this apocalypticism was deeply rooted in popular forms of 
Judaism that were widespread during the Middle Ages. The 
esoteric element increasingly spills out into the popular domain. 
Apocalyptic productivity stretches from the third century down 
to the period of the Crusades. Important products of the Kabba- 
listic literature still clearly manifest the continuing influence of 
this apocalyptic element, as indeed many of its parts represent a 
productive continuation of the old Aggadah, though on a new 
level. We must of course take into account that a number of such 
products of popular apocalypticism fell victim to rabbinical cen¬ 
sorship. This censorship, though not constituted in any institu¬ 
tional form, was no doubt effective. Much that was written in the 
Middle Ages did not at all suit the fancy of the responsible lead¬ 
ership, and sometimes we learn of ideas and writings, which did 
not gain entry into the "higher literature," only via fortuitously 
preserved letters or some hidden quotation. This popular apoca¬ 
lypticism presents itself to us as propaganda literature. In a time 
of gloom and oppression it seeks to bring consolation and hope, 
and thereby it necessarily generates extravagances. There is an 
anarchic element in the very nature of Messianic utopianism: the 
dissolution of old ties which lose their meaning in the new con¬ 
text of Messianic freedom. The total novelty for which utopianism 
hopes enters thus into a momentous tension with the world of 
bonds and laws which is the world of Halakhah. 

The relationship between the Jewish Halakhah and Messian¬ 
ism is indeed filled with such tension. On the one hand, Messianic 
utopianism presents itself as the completion and perfection of 
Halakhah. It is to perfect what cannot yet find expression in the 
Halakhah as the law of an unredeemed world. Thus, for example, 
only in Messianic times will all those parts of the law which are 
not realizable under the conditions of the exile become capable of 
fufillment. And thus there seems to be no antagonism created at 
all between what can be provisionally fulfilled in the law and 
what can only be fulfilled Messianically. The one calls for the 
other, and the concept of a Messianic Halakhah in the Talmud’s 
terms, i.e., one which can be taught and fufilled only in the Days 
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of the Messiah, is by no means merely an empty phrase; it repre¬ 
sents a very real content. The law as such can be fulfilled in its 
total plenitude only in a redeemed world. But there is doubtless 

another side to the matter as well. For apocalypticism and its in¬ 
herent mythology tore open a window on a world which the 
Hctlcikhah rather preferred to leave shrouded in the mists of un¬ 
certainty. The vision of Messianic renewal and freedom was by 
its nature inclined to produce the question of what it would do 
to the status of Torah and of the Halakhah which was dependent 
on it. This question, which the men of Halakhah could consider 

only with misgivings, is necessarily raised by rabbinic apocalypti¬ 
cism. For even if the Torah was regarded as not subject to change, 
the problem of its practical application in the Messianic age had 
to emerge within such conceptions as well. And here indeed it 
was easier to assume that the divine “Yoke of the Torah” would 
become heavier rather than lighter. For at that time a great deal 
would become capable of fulfillment for the first time which 
under the conditions of the exile, in which the Hdakhah had 
largely developed, was not at all realizable. At the same time, 
the conception of a “Torah of the Messiah,” as it appears in the 
talmudic literature, drew in its wake yet another conception: that 
of a more complete development of the reasons for the command¬ 
ments, which only the Messiah will be able to explain.19 Both 
understanding of the Torah and its fulfillment will thus be in¬ 
finitely richer than they are now\ But along with this, there were 
bound to be motifs which carried this new understanding to the 
level of a deeper, even purely mystical comprehension of the 
world of the law. The greater the assumption of changes in nature 
or of revolutions in man’s moral character—which latter were 
determined by the extinction of the destructive power of the evil 
inclination in the Messianic age—the greater did the modification 
also have to become which under such circumstances affected the 
operation of the law. A positive commandment or a prohibition 
could scarcely still be the same when it no longer had for its 
object the separation of good and evil to which man was called, 
but rather arose from the Messianic spontaneity of human free¬ 
dom purely flowing forth. Since by its nature this freedom 
realizes only the good, it has no real need for all those “fences” 
and restrictions with which the Halakhah was surrounded in 
order to secure it from the temptations of evil. At this point there 
arises the possibility of a turning from the restorative conception 
of the final re-establishment of the reign of law to a utopian view 
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in which restrictive traits will no longer be determinative and 

decisive, but be replaced by certain as yet totally unpredictable 
traits which will reveal entirely new aspects of free fulfillment. 
Thus an anarchic element enters Messianic utopianism. The 
Pauline "freedom of the children of God" is a form in which 
such a turning meant leaving Judaism behind. But this was by no 
means the only form of these conceptions, which appear in Mes- 
sianism again and again with dialectical necessity. Finally, the 
anarchic element is also joined by the antinomian potentialities 
which are latent in Messianic utopianism. (See "Redemption 
Through Sin.") 

The opposition between restorative and purely utopian, radical 
elements in the conception of the Messianic Torah brings an ele¬ 
ment of uncertainty into the Halakhatis attitude to Messianism. 
The battle lines are by no means clearly drawn. Unfortunately, a 
penetrating and serious study of this relationship of the medieval 
Halakhah to Messianism is one of the most important yet unful¬ 
filled desiderata of the scientific study of Judaism. As far as I 
can see, no one has taken an interest in doing it. If I may trust 
my own very incompetent judgment—really only an impression— 
I would say that many of the great men of Halakhah are completely 
entwined in the realm of popular apocalypticism when they come 
to speak of the redemption. For a number of them, apocalypticism 
is not a foreign element and is not felt to be in contradiction to 
the realm of the Halakhah. From the point of view of the Halak¬ 
hah, to be sure, Judaism appears as a well-ordered house, and it 
is a profound truth that a well-ordered house is a dangerous 
thing. Something of Messianic apocalypticism penetrates into this 
house; perhaps I can best describe it as a kind of anarchic breeze. 
A window is open through which the winds blow in, and it is not 
quite certain just what they bring in with them. As vital as this 
anarchic airing may have been for the house of the law, it is cer¬ 
tainly easy to understand the reticence and misgivings with which 
other significant representatives of Halakhah regarded everything 
that makes up Messianic utopianism. Many, as I have said, were 
deeply involved with apocalypticism; but among many others one 
can notice an equally deep uneasiness with regard to the perspec¬ 
tives it reveals. As long as Messianism appeared only as an abstract 
hope, as an element totally deferred to the future which had no 
living significance for the life of the Jew in the present, the oppo¬ 
sition between the essentially conservative rabbinic and the never 
completely defined Messianic authority, which was to be estab- 
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lished from entirely new dimensions of the utopian, could re¬ 

main without real tension; indeed, there could be attempts to 
create a certain harmony between such authorities. But whenever 

there was an actual eruption of such hope, that is to say, in 
every historical hour in which the Messianic idea entered the 

mind as a power with direct influence, the tension which exists 
between these two forms of religious authority immediately be¬ 
came noticeable. These things could be united in pure thought, or 
at least they could be preserved next to one another, but they 
could not be united in their execution. Observing the appearance 
of such tension in the Messianic movements of the twelfth cen¬ 
tury with their concomitant antinomianism, among the followers 
of David Alroy in Kurdistan or among those of the Messiah who 
appeared at that time in Yemen, no doubt influenced Maimonides’ 
attitude when with such great energy he set about to restrict the 
scope of Messianic utopianism to an absolute minimum. 

The emergence of such radical contents in the Messianic idea 
can be most clearly seen in a medieval work in which Halakhah 
and Kabbalah are very closely intertwined. I am thinking of the 

book Raya Mehemna, which belongs to the most recent layer of 
the literature that is gathered together in the Zohar and which 
came into being in the last years of the thirteenth or the first 
years of the fourteenth century. The author, who is a Kabbalist 
deeply rooted in the Halakhah, here deals with the mystical 
reasons for the commandments and prohibitions of the Torah. But 
his book is also written out of an acute Messianic expectation 
which possesses all of the urgency of the imminently impending 
End. He is not, however, motivated in the least by an interest in 
the catastrophic aspect of the redemption, of which he has not 
discovered any new, independent features, but rather in the 
utopian content which in anticipation he seeks to formulate. Here 

an anarchic vision of liberation from the restrictions which the 
Torah has laid upon the Jew in an unredeemed world, and above 
all in the exile, plays a central role. The author expresses his 
vision by means of old biblical symbols which now become types 
for the different status of things in the unredeemed world and in 
the Messianic age. 

These symbols are the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowl¬ 
edge, or the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil, which because 
its fruit brings about death is also called the Tree of Death. These 
trees, respectively, control the state of the world, be it the state 
of Creation as such or of the Torah, which as the divine law 
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governs and determines it. Standing in the center of Paradise 'and 
representing higher orders of things, the trees control a great 
deal more than just existence in the Garden of Eden. Since the 
Fall of Adam, the world is no longer ruled by the Tree of Life 
as it had been in the beginning, but by the Tree of Knowledge. 

The Tree of Life represents the pure, unbroken power of the holy, 
the diffusion of the divine life through all worlds and the com¬ 
munication of all living things with their divine source. There is 
no admixture of evil in it, no "shells" which dam up and choke 
life, no death, and no restriction. But since the Fall of Adam, 
since the time when the forbidden fruit of the Tree of Knowledge 
was eaten, the world is ruled by the mystery of this second tree in 
which both good and evil have their place. Hence, under the rule 
of this Tree, the world contains differentiated spheres: the holy 
and the profane, the pure and the impure, the permitted and the 
forbidden, the living and the dead, the divine and the demonic. 
Although the Torah, the revelation of God’s providence, is in 
essence one and immutable, it manifests itself in every state of the 
world in a manner befitting this state. Our comprehension of 
revelation is presently tied to the Tree of Knowledge and presents 
itself as the positive law of the Torah and as the realm of the 
Hdctkhah. Its meaning appears to us now in what is commanded 
and what is prohibited and in everything which follows from this 
basic distinction. The power of evil, of destruction and death, has 
become real in the free will of* man. The purpose of the law, 
which as it were constitutes the Torah as it can be read in the 
light—or shadow!—of the Tree of Knowledge, is to confine this 
power if not to overcome it entirely. But in the Messianic redemp¬ 
tion the full glory of the utopian again breaks forth, although 
characteristically and in keeping with the idea of the Tree of 
Life it is conceived as a restoration of the state of things in Para¬ 
dise. In a world in which the power of evil has been broken, all 
those differentiations also disappear which had been derived from 
it. In a world in which only the pure life still reigns, obstructions 
to the stream of life, which solidify it in externals and in "shells," 
no longer have any validity or significance. In the present state of 
the world the Torah must appear on many levels of meaning; even 
the mystical meaning, by which the insightful individual is per¬ 
mitted a glance at least into its hidden life and into his own con¬ 
nection with this life, is necessarily bound to the phenomena of 
even the most external realm. Therefore, in exile, Halcikhab and 
Kabbalah always remain mutually related. But when the world 
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will again be subject to the law of the Tree of Life, the face of 
Halakbab itself will change. Where everything is holy there will 
no longer be need of restrictions and prohibitions, and whatever 
appear as such today will either vanish or reveal a totally new, as 
yet undiscovered, aspect of pure positiveness. In this conception, 
the redemption now appears as the manifestation of something 
deeply spiritual, as a spiritual revolution which discloses the 

mystical content and significance of the Torah as its real and 
true literal meaning. Mystical utopia takes the place of the 
national and political utopia without actually abrogating it, but as 
a kernel which has now begun to sprout. The author revels in the 

contrast between the ‘Torah of the Exile” and the “Torah of Re¬ 
demption”: the latter alone will disclose the undistorted and liv¬ 
ing meaning of the entire Torah in its infinite fullness. But he 
does not elucidate any transition between these two kinds of 
manifestation or between the conditions in the two states of the 
world which are expressed in these two aspects of the one 
“complete Torah of God.” The utopian vision in rabbinic Judaism 
was driven no further than this, and scarcely could have been. 
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THE ORIGIN OF THE MESSIANIC HOPE IN ISRAEL 

PROFESSOR HENRY PRESERVED SMITH, D.D. 
Meadvillc Theological School, Meadvillc, Pa. 

Frequent seditious attempts of the Jews in the first century of our 

era arc evidence of an intense hatred for their rulers such as may be 

expected when a conquered people is harshly treated. But they are 

evidence of something more than this common and natural hatred. 

Josephus says that in the crowning struggle his countrymen were 

moved by an oracle which predicted that about that time one from 

their land should become ruler of the world. The very day that 

Jerusalem fell into the hands of the besiegers a prophet proclaimed 

that the people should go up to the temple there to receive signs of 

their deliverance. Reports had spread as far as Rome itself that the 

fates would give the rule of the world to men from the East. Jose¬ 

phus,1 writing after the disastrous issue, could perhaps persuade 

himself that the oracle was, as he calls it, ambiguous. He can hardly 
have believed that it referred to Vespasian though he is bold enough 

to assert this. A Jew familiar with the Scriptures could not seriously 

think that the prophets looked for a gentile Messiah. The historian 

was willing to flatter the ruling house, and also to count on the igno¬ 

rance of his readers. The material in our hands enables us to say 

that the messianic hope which inspired the revolt in the year 70, and 

the even more remarkable one sixty years later, was anything but am¬ 

biguous, and to say also that it did not refer to a Roman monarch. 

1 The material from Josephus, Tacitus, and Suetonius has often been cited and 
discussed, recently by Lagrange, Lc messianisme cliez les Juijs (Paris, 1909), 1-27. 
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Its strength and vitality are attested by the later history of the Jews. 

Although the rabbis learned not to try to set up the kingdom by force 

their expectation of a deliverer has never abated. This expectation 

passed over to the church, not only as something fulfilled in Christ, 

but as something yet to have its consummation in his second advent. 

It helped to convince Jews and Christians that Mohammed was the 

crown and seal of the line of prophets. It persists in Islam in the 

dream of a Mahdi, and the enthusiasm with which almost every 

century welcomes a pretender to that title shows the tenacity of the 

idea. 
The vitality of the messianic hope has made messianic prophecy 

an important subject of study among Jews and among Christians. 

The Talmud affirms that the prophets spoke only of the days of the 

Messiah,2 and Christian scholars have assumed this to be self-evident 

and have built their systems of interpretation upon it. The early 

disciples of Jesus naturally found the main importance of the Old 

Testament in its adumbrations of their Savior. The allegorical 

method of interpretation enabled them to find these adumbrations 

in many places where a more sober exegesis cannot follow. How 

firmly rooted the tradition became may be seen in any Roman Catholic 

treatise of the present day3 or in the more conservative Protestant 

discussions. The most elaborate presentation of the material from 

this point of view is still that of Schottgen,4 who confutes the Jews 

by showing how their rabbis have in all points affirmed the Protestant 

orthodoxy of the eighteenth century. More recent scholars have 

freely drawn upon Schottgen, and the traditional theory was vigorously 

reasserted by Hcngstenberg, whose elaborate Christology of the Old 

Testament avows that “the beginnings of messianic prophecy go back to 

the earliest times; that in every period the prediction breaks out 

2 Sanhedrin, 99a. In connection with this, mention is made of a certain Rabbi 

Hillel who held that Israel had its Messiah in the days of Hczekiah—an attempt to 

find a historical interpretation for Isaiah’s Immanuel. But the theory is mentioned 

only to be rejected. 

3 For example, Hetzenauer, Theologia Biblica, I, 574-611 (1908), or L£mann, 

Hisloire complete de Videe messianique chez le pen pie dy Israel (1909). 

4 Christiani Schoettgenii Horae Hebraicae el Talmudicae in Theologiam Judaeorum 

de Messia impensae, Tomus II, 1742. The substance of this second volume of Schott- 

gen's great work was published by himself in German in 1748. 
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afresh; that the prophetic writings present it not sporadically and 

occasionally only, but that it forms the soul and center of all their 
declarations.”5 

The older rationalism had already entered a protest against the 

exegetical methods of the scholastic theologians. Herder pointed 

out the unnaturalness of making isolated verses predictive of the 

Messiah, without regard to the context in which they are found.6 

One of the earliest treatises to bear the title “Biblical Theology” 

says: “ We make a mistake when we prove too much, make everything 

predictive of the Messiah, and claim to understand all that the 

prophets have said, when in fact we do not possess the discourses of 

the prophets in their original order.”7 What the author means he 

makes clear when he further says that it is an unprofitable employ¬ 

ment to force unwilling prophecies to describe Jesus’ vestment, his 

place of birth, or his triumphal entrance into Jerusalem. Much 

better is it to show that the hand of Providence is convincingly mani¬ 

fest in the whole Old Testament economy preparing for the advent 

of Jesus. Radical thinkers, however, were not willing to concede 

even this much, and at least one of them went so far as to deny that 

there was a well-defined messianic idea in Judaism at the advent 

of Jesus. So extreme a statement was easily shown to be false.8 

The mediating theologians of the last century saw that many of 

the traditional positions must be given up, but they seem not to have 

been able to take a really historical view of the problem. Too often 

they expelled the old allegory only to admit it again under the name 

of a type.9 Our own time is better able to appreciate the problem 

because our critical results are more assured, because we distinguish 

more sharply between religion and dogma, and because our knowledge 

of the ancient East is more complete. It falls to us to distinguish 

clearly the various elements which tradition heaped up, labeling the 

whole as messianic. Without hesitation we lay aside as irrelevant 
s Christologie des alien Testamentsa, III, a, p. i. 

6 See the eighteenth of his Brieje das Sludium der Theologie belrefjend. 

^ Ammon, Biblischc Theologie3, II (iSoi), 22, 25. 

8 The statement of Bruno Bauer is known to me only by Zeller’s refutation 
in his Theologischc Jahrbiicher for 1843. 

9 The best representative of this school is perhaps Richm whose essay on “Mes¬ 

sianic Prophecy” was first published in the Studien und Kritiken in 1865 and 1869. 
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a considerable number of texts which have been classed as messianic, 

such as the Protcvangelium, and the Blessing of Noah. 

Further, in order to get a clear view of the messianic hope in 

Israel we must leave out of view all that Christian theology 

has affirmed about a suffering Messiah. Whether the doctrine of 

vicarious atonement was held by Old Testament writers is an inquiry 

of the greatest importance. But it must not be confused with the 

inquiry into the messianic hope. There is no evidence that the Jews 

ever conceived of a suffering Messiah until after Bar Kochba had 

failed in his attempt to set up the kingdom. Even then the con¬ 

ception was so foreign to tradition that two Messiahs were postulated 

—the Messiah ben Joseph is to fall in the war against Gog, and 

thus prepare the way for Messiah ben David. But this Messiah 

ben Joseph is not the atoning Savior of Christian belief, although it 

is possible that Christian insistence on the messianic interpretation 

of Isa., chap. 53, may have turned attention to the need of such a 

prophetic personality.10 In any case he does not belong in a dis¬ 

cussion of the messianic hope in Israel. It need hardly be added that 

the phrase “birth pangs of the Messiah” found in Jewish authors 

has nothing to do with the sufferings of the Messiah, but refers only 

to the woes which precede his advent. 

The expectation of the Jews at the beginning of our era is most 

definitely set forth in the passage which follows, and which must have 

been known to Josephus for he was a member of the Pharisaic school: 

^ “Behold, 0 Lord, and raise up to them their king,the son of David, in the 

time which thou, O God, knowest; that he may reign over Israel thy servant; and 
gird him with strength that he may break in pieces the unjust rulers; may purge 
Jerusalem from the heathen which trample her down to destroy her; in wisdom 
and righteousness may he thrustxmt sinners from the inheritance, crush the proud 

spirit of the sinners as potter’s vessels; and with a rod of iron shall he break all 
their substance. He shall destroy the ungodly nations with the word of his mouth 
so that at his rebuke the nations shall flee before him, and he shall convict the 
sinners in the thought of their own hearts. And he shall gather together a holy 

10 The most recent discussion of rabbinical theories is given by Klausncr, Die 

mcssianischen V orstellungen des Jiidischcn Volkes im Zeitalter der Tannailen (1904). 

The work of Lagrange already cited covers a wider range. The Kabbalistic theories 
of atonement on which SchSttgen laid so much stress, as confirming Christian doctrine, 

are now known to be of mediaeval origin, and they show dependence on Christian 
speculation. 
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people whom he shall lead in righteousness, and shall judge the tribes of the people 
that has been sanctified by the Lord his God. And he shall not sutler iniquity 
to dwell in the midst of them; and none that knoweth wickedness shall abide 
with them. For he shall take knowledge of them'that they are all sons of their 

God, and shall apportion them in the land according to their tribes; and the 

stranger and the sojourner shall dwell with them no more. He shall judge the 

nations and the peoples with the wisdom of his righteousness; and he shall hold 
the nations under his yoke to serve him. And he shall glorify the Lord in a place 
to be seen of the whole earth; and he shall purge Jerusalem and make it sacred 

even as it was at the beginning; so that the nations shall come from the ends of the 
earth to see her glory, bringing as gifts her sons which had fainted, and they shall 

see the glory with which God has glorified her. And he as righteous king, taught 
by God, shall be over them, and there shall be no unrighteousness among them in 
his days, because they are all holy and the Messiah of the Lord is their king.”11 

As we read these words and the rest of the psalm of which they 

are a part, we realize the vitality of the hope which sustained the Jews 

under so many trials, and which was ready to respond to the procla¬ 

mation of the Baptist. Certainly there is here more than the inter¬ 

pretation of some ambiguous oracle. But when we try to follow this 

hope backward to discover its genesis and growth we find that in its 

definite form, as the expectation of a king of David’s line, it was by 

no means a constant factor in Israel’s religion. To this extent the 

treatment of messianic prophecy by the theologians has been mis¬ 

leading. In the canonical books of the Old Testament the name 

Messiah is nowhere applied to the expected deliverer unless in one 

or two of the Psalms. The hope of the people was fixed rather on 

the kingdom of God than on the Son of David. And under this 

broad term—the kingdom of God—were included various and hetero¬ 

geneous details. One writer will *be content with the return of the 

scattered sons of Israel to Palestine; another sets his heart on the 

purification of the land from gentile defilements; a third pictures 

the temple rebuilt with more than its pristine splendor. The cata¬ 

logue would include the divine protection of Jerusalem from invasion, 

a supernatural chastisement of invading armies, the subjugation of 

the nations under Israel, the constant performance of the Levitical 

ritual without flaw, the physical reconstruction of the land so that 

the temple mount shall dominate the whole region, the fruitfulness 

of the land heightened to the marvelous, and the visible presence of 

11 Psalms of Solomon 17:23-36. 
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God himself in his sanctuary. The restoration of the line of David 

is, in comparison with some of these, rather an inconspicuous feature 

of the program. Very rarely is a single member of the dynasty singled 

out and clothed with something of superhuman brightness. To be 

really fruitful our study of the subject must not attempt to combine 

all the features into a single messianic picture, but must try to discover 

which one was prominent in any particular period of Israel’s history. 

The great prophets of the eighth century found the hope of a better 

future already cherished by the people at large. The remarkable 

thing is that they set themselves against it as a delusion. Its existence 

is easily accounted for. Tradition delighted to tell of the warlike 

deeds of Yahweh, Israel’s leader in the conquest of the land. The 

storm which caused the rout of Sisera was Yahweh’s charge at the 

head of the hosts of heaven. Joshua’s great victory at Beth Horon 

was due to the direct intervention of the God to whom he prayed. 

When Jonathan made his single-handed attack on the Philistines an 

earthquake spread terror in the enemies’ camp. Yahweh had the 

extraordinary forces of nature at his command and there will come 

a time when he will use them effectively for the vindication of his 

people in some decisive action. Such was the popular expectation 

of the day of Yahweh.” 
The opposition of the great prophets to this expectation was not 

motived by any doubt of the power of Yahweh. In faith they were 

at one with their contemporaries. Where they differed was in the 

conception of God’s ethical requirements, resulting in a vivid sense 

of sin. In the people’s hope they found the great obstacle to their 

preaching—to encourage the hope of prosperity would have been 

to cut the nerve of their own message. They held that Yahweh’s 

resources of storm and earthquake would be drawn upon not for the 

deliverance but for the punishment of Israel. Amos makes the day 

of Yahweh the reverse of what the people were looking for—a day 

of darkness rather than light. Isaiah makes the day a day of visitation 

on all that is proud and lifted up: “And the loftiness of man shall be 

bowed down, and the haughtiness of man shall be humbled and 

Yahweh alone shall be exalted in that day.”13 There is no evidence 

12 See the study entitled “The Day of Yahweh,” by J. M. P. Smith, American 

Journal o) Theology, V, 505-33. 

*3 Isa. 2:12-22, cf. Amos 5:18-20. 
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that in the prophet’s thought the exaltation of Yahweh required the 

preservation of Israel. Quite the contrary; the exaltation of Yahweh 

will be complete in that his justice is visited first on the nation most 

near to him: “ Yahweh of Hosts is exalted by justice, and God the 

Holy One is seen to be holy by righteousness.” And what this means is 

made clear: “I will tell you what I will do to my vineyard; I will 

take away the hedge thereof and it shall be eaten up; I will break 

down the wall thereof and it shall be trodden down; and I will lay 

it waste, it shall not be pruned nor hoed; but there shall come up 

briars and thorns; I will even command the clouds that they rain no 

rain upon it.”14 It is difficult to see what would be left of a vineyard 

after such treatment. Many parallels might be cited to show, what 

this passage shows plainly enough, that these prophets refused to 

entertain the thought of future deliverance. 

Those prophets who voiced the popular optimism were branded 

as false prophets. Jeremiah gives us explicit testimony as to the 

message of a true prophet: “The prophets which were before me and 

before thee of old prophesied against many countries and against great 

kingdoms of war and of evil and of pestilence; the prophet who 

prophesies of prosperity, when the word of that prophet comes 

to pass then shall it be known that Yahweh has sent him.”15 

Micah was in full accord with this declaration and the words in which 

he announced the destruction of Jerusalem and the desolation of 

the temple hill were long remembered. In the mind of all these 

preachers, fidelity to the ethical character of Yahweh involved as 

a logical necessity determined opposition to the optimism of the people 

at large. 
There was then no messianic hope among these earlier prophets, 

and the doubts expressed by many critics as to the date of so-called 

messianic passages now imbedded in their books are well founded. 

We should be wrong in requiring of these men a cast-iron consistency; 

they were men like ourselves and keenly alive to the signs of the times. 

Jeremiah reveals to us the struggle between the yearnings of the patriot 

and the dictates of conscience. Hope may sometimes have kindled 

in them when the people showed a better mind. The very faith 

which prompted to a dark view of Israel’s future suggested that even- 

>< Isa. 5:5 f.; cf. vs. 16. 'Sjcr. 28:Sf. 
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handed justice would at some time call the Assyrian to account, and 

thus give Israel some relief. The perception that a few in Israel 

remained faithful among the many faithless led Isaiah to reflect on 

the remnant that would escape the impending catastrophe. He had 

also a band of disciples to whom he committed his instruction16 in 

the confidence that the future had something in store for them. Fe 

called his son Shearjashub to intimate his faith that a remnant would 

repent. 
But a moment’s reflection shows how far short this falls of what 

we call the messianic hope. That a mere remnant will repent only 

throws into prominence the mass which refuses to repent, and which 

must perish; that a small circle of right-minded men will care for 

the prophetic word and preserve it to future generations does not 

imply that either the nation or the kingship will survive. The most 

explicit declaration which wc can with some confidence ascribe to 

Isaiah is this: “I will turn my hand upon thee and thoroughly purge 

away thy dross, and take away thy baser metal; and I will restore 

thy judges as at the first and thy counsellors as in the beginning; 

afterwards thou shalt be called City of righteousness, Faithful Town.” 

Some maintain that such an expression implies the continuance of 

the kingship, but this is far from obvious. The traditions of Israel 

knew of a time when there was no king. The tone in which Hosea 

alludes to kings and princes shows that he had no tenderness for the 

monarchy. Nahum, Zephaniah, and Jeremiah have no care for any 

political institution. Deuteronomy allows the people to choose a king 

but evidently docs it as a concession to human weakness. These 

facts speak plainly enough; the earlier prophets had no clear and 

consistent hope of a messianic kingdom even in the broad sense of the 

term. If the people cherished the idea that Yahwch had bound 

himself by a covenant to preserve and strengthen Israel the prophets 

were quick to show that a covenant broken by one party ceases to be 

binding on the other. 

The predictions of disaster were abundantly fulfilled in the fall 

of Jerusalem, and with that event prophets of the old school lost their 

vocation. It is to the eternal credit of Ezekiel that he understood 

the emergency and rose to it. Having begun his career as a prophet 

16 Isa. 8:16—18. 
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of calamity he changed his tone to meet new conditions when the 

catastrophe actually fell. We are at first sight tempted to think that 

the hope of a restoration was simply the old confidence in the day 

of Yahweh. But it is a question whether that hope was strong enough 

to survive the events of 586. As long as Jerusalem stood the exiles 

cherished the old hope, as we know from Jeremiah’s denunciations. 

But with the fall of the city the hope disappeared. The people said: 

“Yahweh has forsaken the land.” They believed themselves to be 

suffering the penalty for the long series of sins committed by their 

ancestors: “The fathers have eaten sour grapes and the children’s 

teeth are set on edge.” They saw nothing to hope for: “Our trans¬ 

gressions and our sins weigh us down; how then can we live ? . . . . 

Our bones are dried up and our hope is lost; we are clean cut off.” 

To meet such a state of mind the prophet needed more than the 

discredited hope of a day of Yahweh. To promise that disheartened 

band of exiles a new Gideon would have been grotesque even to their 

apprehension. 

We have every reason to suppose therefore that Ezekiel’s program 

of restoration was the product of his own vital religious faith confront¬ 

ing the facts of the exile. He believed with the others that Yahweh 

had forsaken his land, but he could not believe that he would perma¬ 

nently remain away from it. Living among the heathen the prophet 

was compelled to realize, as his predecessors had not realized, that 

Yahweh’s name suffered from the scoffs of his enemies. They said: 

“These are the people of Yahweh yet they had to go out of his land.” 

The honor of Israel’s God suffered under these aspersions and must 

be vindicated: “Not for your sake do I act, O house of Israel, but 

for my sacred name which you have profaned among the nations 

whither you have gone. And I will sanctify my great name which 

has been profaned.”17 The nations which supposed Yahweh too 

weak to protect his own must be convinced by some signal example 

of his power. And this means much more than the old “day of 

Yahweh.” A victory over the gentiles would not guarantee the sanc¬ 

tity of the Name which Ezekiel has at heart; that must be secured 

by a radical overturning in the physical world and an equally radical 

renewal in the hearts of men. 

■7 F.zck. 36:20-23 and elsewhere. 
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The reason why Ezekiel could not conceive Yahweh to be perma¬ 

nently a voluntary exile from Palestine must be sought in the priestly 

habit of his mind. To the ritualist a sanctuary has a character 

indclebilis. Yahweh having once chosen his dwelling at Jerusalem 

that place became forever sacred. To think of it as permanently 

given over to pollution would be a constant pain to the devout soul. 

Moreover, to Ezekiel there was special fitness in Yahweh’s choice 

of Palestine. It was in his geography the central point of the whole 

earth, from which Yahweh could best supervise his universe: “This 

is Jerusalem; I have set her in the midst of the nations and the coun¬ 

tries arc round about her.”18 Even the temporary absence of Yahweh 

could not deprive his land of its sacredness. The sacredness had been 

polluted by Israel and Judah; hence the judgment that had been 

meted out to them. But to suppose that the choice of God can be 

nullified by the action of man is impossible. 

It is probable that Ezekiel was influenced by the primitive concep¬ 

tion of the covenant between Yahweh and his people. According 

to the earliest narrative Yahweh agreed to go into the land with the 

people, on condition that they make the land a fit place of residence 

for him. But this was precisely what they had not done; they had 

eaten with the blood, had worshiped other gods, had brought uncir¬ 

cumcised foreigners into the temple, had buried the corpses of their 

kings under the walls of his house. If these things arc avoided in 

the future there is no reason why Yahweh may not again dwell in the 

land. And to guard against these things is the object of Ezekiel’s 

regulations. What he seeks is not a kingdom of God but a sanctuary 

properly served by a priesthood and guarded against the intrusion 

of anything profane. Israel’s vocation is to be the temple-keeper 

of Yahweh. A prince is set over them and he is to continue the line 

of David, but he is only incidental to the priestly function of the 

nation—he is sort of temple steward to provide decent material for 

the sacrifice. Some police duties are also assigned to him, but he is 

really an insignificant figure in the new commonwealth.19 

l85:S- The navel of the earth is still pointed out in the Church of the Holy 
Sepulchre. 

19 It cannot be said that Ezekiel had any enthusiasm for the line of David, and it 

has even been suggested that the allusions to David (34123 f. and 37125) are later 
interpolations. But this is a precarious supposition. 
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Almost if not quite all the details of Ezekiel’s program are intelli¬ 

gible from the premises with which he starts out. The vindication 

of Yahweh’s name requires some exemplary judgment on the heathen. 

This necessity is met by the vision of Gog. The purification of the 

land requires the expulsion of the Edomites. The preservation of 

the temple’s sanctity must be guarded by its change of location and 

by the settling of the priests and Levites about it. We cannot now 

discuss these matters; the thing of importance is that the firm faith 

of the prophet inspired his fellow-exiles and they began to cherish 

his hope. In the fragments of their literature which had survived 

the catastrophe they found it recorded that their God was gracious 

and forgiving. Ezekiel himself had assured them that he had no 

pleasure in the death of the wicked. The first activity of the exiles, 

we may suppose, was to scrutinize the records of the past to find 

food for hope. The promises made to the patriarchs were read as 

though they did not refer only to the first conquest of Canaan. The 

oracle ascribed to Balaam mentioned a star out of Jacob and a scepter 

out of Israel which should smite all the corners of Moab. It might 

well be that this word of God was yet to be fulfilled. Isaiah had 

predicted punishment for the proud heart of the king of Assyria. 

The equal pride of Babylon must in like manner call down the divine 

vengeance. 

With these thoughts in mind we can see the exiles scanning the 

political horizon for some sign of the expected deliverance. At the 

appearance of Cyrus before Babylon a poet among them uttered the 

joyful cry which now appears among the discourses of Isaiah.20 

The author secs the day of Yahweh approaching. Israel’s God 

has summoned the Medes to perform his purpose upon Babylon. 

The doomed city is to meet the fate of Sodom and Gomorrha. Instead 

of being populous with men it will be the haunt of the desert demons 

and of savage beasts. The restoration of Israel will follow: “They 

shall take them captive whose captives they were, and shall rule over 

their oppressors.” The leading thought is not that of Ezekiel but is 

purely political, and the taunt song in which the restored Zion exults 

over the humiliation of her enemy savors much more of human pas¬ 

sion than of religious enthusiasm. The old hope of a day of Yahweh 

10 Isa., chaps. 13 anti 14:1-22. 
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seems to have asserted itself. The long denunciation of Babylon which 

is now appended to the book of Jeremiah, breathes the same spirit.21 

Religiously this national and particularistic hope is of small value. 

As a welcome contrast we turn to the elevated and spiritual poems 

which now form the second half of the book of Isaiah. This writer 

takes Ezekiel's thought of Yahweh’s return to dwell among his people 

but frees it from its ritual limitations. Israel's God will reveal him¬ 

self as the true God by himself leading his people back home. They 

will go forth in joy; the mountains will break forth before them into 

singing; the nations will sec the glory thus revealed; Jerusalem will 

be rebuilt in splendor, her foundations of precious stones; the sanc¬ 

tity of the city will be inviolable, for no uncircumcised or unclean 

person will enter there. This might be construed as a more poetical 

presentation of Ezekiel’s vision. But we read further that Israel 

will be a priestly nation for all the world, a light for the gentiles, and 

a bringer of salvation to all the earth. The picture becomes trans¬ 

cendental when it shows us a new heavens and a new earth; that 

the city will need no light from sun or moon; that Yahweh will be 

her everlasting light and her God her splendor. 

Along with Deutero-Isaiah we may consider the kindred passages 

which speak of the return of paradise, and of all nations coming to 

the house of Yahweh to be taught of his ways.22 In one we read of 

Yahwch’s vengeance upon Edom and the accompanying wrath upon 

all nature. The thcophany is accompanied as in the old days by 

convulsions in heaven and earth. There follows a transformation 

of the desert so that the ransomed of Yahweh may return and come 

to Zion with everlasting joy upon their heads. 

The sketch shows, if it shows anything, that the originators of the 

messianic hope pay scarcely any attention to a messianic king. Eze¬ 

kiel accepts a prince as a necessary evil; Deutero-Isaiah ignores him 

altogether.23 But the hope of a restoration once having been formu¬ 

lated the thoughts of the exiles naturally turned to the monarch. If 

in the ideals of early Hebrew writers the tribal organization was 

thought to be the best, contact with the great oriental states showed 

31 Chaps. 50 and 51. 

33 Isa., chaps. 34, 33; Isa. 2:2-4 (Mic. 4:1-4). 

33 The only reference to David in Deutero-Isaiah is a purely historical one—55:3. 
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how impracticable was any other political system than the kingship. 

In an autocracy the welfare of the people depends in large measure 

on the character and ability of the monarch. In the fine phrase of 

Hammurabi, the king is commissioned by the gods “to let justice 

prevail in the land, to destroy the wicked and the evil, to prevent the 

strong from oppressing the weak.” Some at least of the kings of 

Judah had interpreted their vocation in this way. David was the 

national hero, and his dynasty was the object of loyal devotion. The 

long captivity of Jehoiachin conferred upon him the glory of martyr¬ 

dom, and the tragic fate of Zedekiah gave him a special place in the 

hearts of his countrymen. It cannot surprise us then that the hope 

of a return brought with it the idea of the restoration of the dynasty. 

The imprudent action of Haggai and Zechariah in hailing Zerubbabel 

as the expected one shows that the expectation was already formulated. 

How the expectation had become current is evident from several 

passages now imbedded in the prophetical books. We have already 

noticed that the exiles turned to the remains of their literature for 

consolation, if haply they might find some word of hope among the 

messages of the prophets. The more obscure of the early oracles 

would perhaps receive the most attention. The venerable poem put 

into the mouth of the dying Jacob assured the scepter to Judah and 

gave him right to the obedience of the nations.24 The Jew in exile 

could hardly rest in the thought that this inspired prediction had 

exhausted its meaning in the brief triumph of David over Edom and 

Moab. It now received a messianic interpretation. 

Among the prophecies of Isaiah was one about the child Immanuel 

which gave opportunity for study. The original purpose of 
the prophet was no more than to assure Ahaz of speedy relief from 

his foes. The historical exigency was a matter of no moment to the 

later reader, but the mysterious child continued to occupy his thoughts. 

The meaning of the name was in itself a comfort to the believer. 

Knowing ancient literary methods as we do we are not surprised 

to find this Immanuel prophecy overlaid by accretions of late date 

which more or less distinctly show that it had received a messianic 

34 Gen. 4Q: 10. It is not necessary to enter into a discussion of the obscure reference 

to Shiloh. The more than forty dissertations known to Schottgen on this passage have 

been followed by numerous later studies without discovering a satisfactory interpretation. 
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interpretation. The most distinct is now the climax of the section.’5 

In the belief that the day of redemption has already dawned the writer 

hails the child who is born with the lofty name—Wonder-counsellor, 

Hero-God, Fathcr-of-ctcrnity, Prince-of-peace. He adds that there 

shall be no end of his welfare on the throne of David. Here for the 

first time we have a full-fledged messianic prediction; a member 

of the house of David is about to re-establish the royal power and to 

rule with justice and righteousness. As Yahweh’s representative 

he may claim the loftiest titles, which moreover are quite in accord 

with oriental court usage. What was expected of him is made clear 

by the prediction of a shoot from the stock of Jesse: “ With righteous¬ 

ness shall he judge the poor, and decide with equity for the meek 

of the land.’”6 Many scholars accept this passage as a genuine word 

of Isaiah the son of Amoz. But it is immediately followed by an 

evidently post-exilic passage, its description of the expected paradise 

is evidently of the tenor of Deutcro-Isaiah, and the phrase “stock of 

Jesse” seems impossible in the mouth of the older Isaiah. All these 

indications date it in the later rather than the earlier period. 

We may bring into connection with these two passages some other 

insertions in the prophetical books. Hosea’s assurance that the 

children of Israel will repent and seek David their king” must be 

one such insertion. At the end of the book of Amos we read a promise 

that the ruined tent of David shall be again erected, and that the exiles 

shall be brought back to their land.’8 The book of Jeremiah repeats 

the prediction of a righteous branch for David’9 in two places whose 

late date must be obvious to every reader. That the hope of the 

author fixed itself on the dynasty must be evident from the direct 

assertion that David shall never want a man to sit upon the throne 

of the house of Israel. Another writer declares that a king shall rule 

in righteousness and princes shall rule in justice, making it evident 

that he looked for a just administration rather than a supernaturally 

endowed individual who should hold the throne for an indefinite 

period. 

Our review shows us that in the exilic and post-exilic period there 

was a definite expectation of the restored Jewish commonwealth of 

2S Isa. 9:1-6 (vss. 2-7 in the English). 

36 Isa. 11:1-10. Hos. 3:5. *s Amos 9:11-15, ?9jer. 23:5-8; 33:14-18. 
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which the dynasty of David should have the rule. This expectation 

received new life and a different form in the Maccabean persecution. 

Testimony is’given by the Book of Daniel. Here we find an anxious 

inquiry for the date at which the kingdom of God will come. The 

seventy weeks arc derived from the seventy years of Jeremiah which 

had long passed without having brought the promised redemption. 

The broader outlook of the author on the world’s history and his deep 

conviction of the degeneracy of his times cause him to seek something 

more than the traditional restoration of Israel to its own land. I11 his 

view the purpose of God must include the destruction of the gentile 

empires and the universality of the rule of Israel: “The kingdom and 

the greatness of the kingdom shall be given to the people of the saints 

of the Most High.”30 The stone which is cut out of the mountain 

grows until it fills the whole earth. After the great beast is destroyed 

one like a man is brought near the Ancient of Days: “And there was 

given him dominion and glory and a kingdom, that all the peoples, 

nations, and languages should serve him.” It should be clear that 

this figure like a man is a personification of Israel. Such a personifica¬ 

tion is in strict accord with the rest of the vision, and in his own 

explanation of the vision the writer makes his meaning clear. 

The largeness of his scheme, but not the prominence of a personal 

Messiah, is the advance made by this writer. His idea of a dramatic 

judgment of the nations is part of his larger scheme, and this impressed 

other thinkers of about the same period. In a passage now incor¬ 

porated in the Book of Isaiah we learn that the judgment reaches the 

unfaithful or disobedient angels. Another pictures the Name of 

Yahweh coming from afar burning with anger, to wreak his vengeance 

on the heathen, for whom a fire is prepared. A supplement to the 

same book naively sets forth the gratification of the saints when they 

look upon the bodies of transgressors burned in the unquenchable 

fire and gnawed by the undying worm.31 This implies that the 

judgment is held at Jerusalem, which in fact is asserted by Deutcro- 

Zechariah, and apparently by Joel.33 The only reference to a mes¬ 

sianic king in all this apocalyptic literature is Zecluiriah’s announce¬ 

ment of a king coming in lowly guise as Prince of Peace.33 

3® Dan.7:27; cf. 2:44; 12:1-3. 3* Zcch. 14:12-15; J0CI3H2-16. 

3' Isa. 66:24; cf. 24:21 and 30:27-33. 3J Zcrh. 9:9 f. 
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When we turn to the Book of Psalms we find a vivid hope of the 

kingdom of God, but little about a Messiah. The kingdom is con¬ 

ceived as already present, in so far as Yahweh is rightful king and 

judge of all the earth. His throne is in the heavens, and his kingdom 

rules over all; from that throne he looks down upon the children 

of men; he gives food to the hungry, frees the prisoners, opens the 

eyes of the blind, executes justice for the oppressed, and turns the way 

of the wicked upside down. The hard facts of life seem indeed to 

contradict the theory, but the believer comforts himself with the 

thought that in a little while the judge will ascend the throne and 

gather the nations around him, there to decide their fate and vindicate 

his people. The impassioned prayer that Yahweh will intervene 

actively with shield and spear, will bow the heavens and come down, 

will renew his mighty deeds of old, show the inward struggle of those 

who were holding onto their faith amidst the taunts of an unbelieving 

world.34 In very few cases is the Messiah mentioned, and in some 

at least of these it is evident that the term is applied to the nation rather 

than to an individual. This is not strange when we think of the mean- 

ihg of the word—the Anointed. Who could so truly lay claim to 

the title as the faithful people whom Yahweh had chosen for himself, 

and had appointed to do his work in the world ? It is Israel 

therefore who sits upon the sacred hill of Zion, and boasts of the 

divine decree. The parallelism in such a verse as this—“Yahweh 

is strength to his people, and a fortress of salvation to his anointed”— 

is sufficient to show the author’s thought. 

Still the ideal king, whom we have already met as a member of 

the Davidic house, is occasionally mentioned. The well-known 

seventy-second psalm is a prayer for his success as warrior and ruler, 

culminating in the wish that his name may endure forever. In other 

psalms Yahweh is reminded that his covenant with David promised 

him an enduring throne and is then asked where is the fulfilment.35 

The restoration of the dynasty is the utmost which the writers expect 

or desire. The most distinctly individualistic of all the so-called 

messianic psalms gives the monarch priestly as well as kingly power, 

but it is doubtful whether the author had the Messiah in mind at all. 

34 The passages arc so familiar that it is needless to give references. 

35 Pss. 89 and 132. 
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The Old Testament Apocrypha show the messianic expectation 

in the form which we find in the Book of Psalms. Yahwch is king; 

he will reign in Jerusalem; the righteous will dwell there and the 

nations will bring gifts. Tobit expects the streets to be paved with 

sapphire; Baruch looks for a day of judgment; Ben Sira hopes for 

a return of the exiles, the rule of the house of David, and an everlast¬ 

ing covenant. The Books of Maccabees allude to the throne of David, 

and the raising-up of a prophet to guide Israel. According to Wisdom 

the righteous arc to judge the heathen, and the God of Israel will be 

king.36 In the circle in which these books originated the messianic 

hope cannot have been very ardently cherished. 

Among the Pscudepigrapha however we find some passages of 

special interest. Among them we should put first the one from the 

Psalms of Solomon already quoted. In the disorders from which 

Palestine suffered after the death of Pompcy, when the weakness of 

the Hasmoncans became evident, the thoughts of the pious turned 

with ardent longing to the promise of a Davidic king. This psalm 

describes the Maccabean princes as usurpers who laid waste the throne 

of David ancT who were punished for their presumption. Then 

follows the prayer for the expected son of David, who will restore the 

purity of Jerusalem and so enable the holy nation to accomplish its 

mission as God’s own people and the guardian of his worship. This 

is the logical culmination of the messianic hope in the proper sense 

of that term. It looks for a king possessed of the divine grace, power¬ 

ful enough to secure the independence of his nation, and wise enough 

to rule with justice. He is not more than David himself had been, 

according to tradition, and if the author reflected at all upon the 

length of life allotted to him he doubtless thought of him as reaching 

a good old age and then being gathered to his fathers, leaving a son 

to succeed him and carry on his reign of peace and righteousness. 

In other words this character has nothing transcendental about it. 

Very different is the picture presented by some apocalyptic writings 

of this period.37 Chief of these is the collection which passes under 

36 Tobit 13:10 and vss. 16-18; Baruch 2:34 f. and 4:36; Kcclus. 47:11; I Macc. 

2:57; 4:46; 14:41; II Macc. a: 17 f.; Wisdom 3:8. 

37 It is unnecessary to cite those passages of the Sibylline books which allude to the 

messianic time. They really add nothing to our knowledge. 
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the name of Enoch. That this book is made up from several sources 

is generally recognized and is evident from the various views of the 

Messiah which it presents. At the culmination of the animal vision, 

which is dated with some confidence in the latter part of the second 

century b.c., the Messiah appears as a white bull.38 Whether an 

individual is intended or whether the dynasty is presented in this form, 

is open to doubt. The figure is not important to the author’s scheme, 

for it takes no part in the judgment, or in the conquest of the heathen. 

A great advance on this view is marked however by a section which 

we may call the messianic book of Enoch and which is dated about 

the middle of the first pre-Christian century.39 In his vision Enoch 

sees the Elect One of righteousness and faith. “ And I saw his 

dwelling place under the wings of the Lord of Spirits and all the elect 

before him arc resplendent as lights of fire.” This passage alone 

would not prove that the Messiah is pre-existent, for Enoch is seeing 

what is to come to pass at the end of days. But in the second simili¬ 

tude we learn that the name of the Son of Man was named before 

the Lord of Spirits be/ore the stars oj heaven were made, and that he 

has been chosen and hidden before him before the creation of the world 

and forever more. This is more than an ideal pre-existence. The 

Son of Man has now become a heavenly being, and it is he who will 

judge the world: “He will raise the mighty from their thrones and 

will grind to powder the teeth of the sinners.”40 

That the Messiah is the Son of God is intimated in a single passage 

of Enoch, and is more fully developed in IV Ezra, where we read: 

“For my Son the Messiah will be revealed and all those who are with 

him, and will rejoice those who remain four hundred years. After¬ 

wards my Son the Messiah will die, and all who have human breath.”41 

After this comes the universal resurrection. 

In a later chapter of this book we read that the Messiah who 

rebukes the Roman Empire has been kept by the Most High for the 

end of days, and that then he will bring the nations before his judg¬ 

ment scat and after rebuking will destroy them; but he will redeem 

38 Enoch 90:37 f. 39 Chaps. 37-71. 

4° Chaps. 46 and 48; cf. 51:3 and 61 :S. The identification of Enoch himself with 

the Son of Man in 71:14 is a vagary not yet satisfactorily explained. 

41 IV Ezra 7:28 f.; cf. Enoch 105:2. 
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the remnant of the Jews42 and give them joy until the end, the Day 

of Judgment. In still another passage it is said that the man who 

ascends from the sea is the one whom the Most High has kept for a 

long time by whom he will redeem the creation, and he is again called 
My Son.43 

We have now traced the messianic hope in Israel from its beginning 

down to its completion in the first century of our era. The question 

inevitably suggests itself whether this hope is something which we 

may claim as distinctively Jewish, or whether it is only a part of the 

oriental view of the universe, originating in Babylon and borrowed 

by the Hebrews. To answer this question correctly it is necessary 

to do more than to point out some details in which Babylonian and 

Hebrew thought resemble each other. Our endeavor ought first 

to approach the subject from the point of view of Hebrew religion and 

see whether the messianic hope is intelligible as part of the system 

which Jewish thinkers were providentially called to work out for the 

world. Putting the question in this way, we need not hesitate to say 

that the messianic hope is a necessary part of the Jewish religion. 

It is not of course possible to deny that Israel shared the views of 

its neighbors on many points where we moderns have very different 

ideas. What is sometimes called the oriental view of the universe 

was only the view common to all mankind until the time when modern 

science compelled men to a new cosmology. All mankind until 

recently held that the earth was the center of the whole universe; 

that the gods were principally concerned with what goes on here; 

that there was a certain correspondence between the movements of 

the stars and the fate of nations and individuals. The idea of pre¬ 

dictive prophecy was not confined to the Hebrews. The whole 

ancient world was full of presages and oracles; the foretelling of 

events had a larger place in the history of Greek cities than in that of 

Israel. In Egypt there were recorded forecasts of national success 

or disaster—one such was given by the mouth of an inspired lamb. 

In Assyria and Babylonia divination was reduced to a science.44 

4* IV Ezra 12:32-34. The words of the Syriac, “Who shall arise out of the seed 

of David,” arc.not in the Latin. 

4313:26; cf. vs. 37. 

44 Gressmann, Altoricnlalische Texte ttnd Bilder, I, 205-9; Keilinschrijtliche 

Bibliothck, VI, 69. 
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The Sibylline books are evidence that at the beginning of our era 

intelligent people were ready to give credence to such oracles all over 

the Roman world. Josephus claims prophetic gifts for himself, 

something which strikes us as ludicrous, but there is no reason to sup¬ 

pose that he does not take himself quite seriously. 

This general scheme of things was held by the Hebrews in common 

with their neighbors. It was not a question of one borrowing from 

the other. And the same is true of the belief that God is most clearly 

revealed in the extraordinary events of nature. Hebrew religious 

faith saw in Yahweh the Savior of his people, who came to their help 

in the storm and the earthquake. So the Babylonian found in Mar- 

duk the conqueror of forces hostile to man, and related the myth in 

which he triumphed over Tiamat. Allusions to Yahweh as smiter 

of the dragon, of Rahab, and of the crooked serpent,4 s show that 

similar stories circulated among the Hebrews. But why should 

we say with a recent author that the “prophetic eschatology uses 

symbols which are mythological in their nature and not Israelite” ? 

Why should the religious faith of Israel not be vital enough to picture 

its God as a warrior victorious over a dragon ? A real religious faith 

must have an active God as its object. 

We underrate the vitality of faith when we insist that all its expres¬ 

sions must be literary reminiscences. In the particular case of the 

messianic hope we may be sure that the men who were looking for 

salvation from the miseries of the Exile were very little concerned 

about literary reminiscences. This is eminently true of the two men 

to whom we owe the messianic hope—Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah. 

Ezekiel we see to be a man saturated with traditional ideas, the last 

man, one would say, to borrow Babylonian mythological conceptions. 

Recent scholars are inclined to see in his vision of Gog remains of a 

myth. But Ezekiel in his youth had known of the Scythian invasion 

which came to the very border of Judah. In vision he sees over again 

that terrible enemy threatening to overflow the land, this time to be 

checked by an act of Yahweh which would vindicate his power and 

secure the peace of his people for all time. No other source for this 

and the other visions need be sought than the prophet’s firm faith 

in the power of Yahweh and in his fidelity to his chosen people. And 

45 Isa. 27:1; 51:9; Amos 9:2. 
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the same is true of Dcutcro-Isaiah. The theory of an extra-Israelite 

origin for the hopes of these two great prophets finds no justification 
in the facts. 

The passages inserted in the earlier part of Isaiah’s book need some 

attention. It has recently been urged, for example, that the Immanuel 

prophecy has the appearance of something “designed to meet an 

expectation already in the air.”''6 By this is meant that the people 

of Jerusalem were already looking for a deliverer, a hero to be born of 

a virgin, and that Isaiah encouraged them to believe that he was 

about to appear. But if this were so, how obscurely the prophet 

expressed himself! Could not the great orator have said in a few 

words that this was his meaning? Even if he had said that the 

expected wonderful child was about to be born, would that have 

given Ahaz assurance that the impending siege of Jerusalem would 

come to nought ? When we make the prophet a framer of enigmas 

we deprive him of his merits as a clear expounder of the will of God. 

With somewhat more of probability an eschatological tradition 

of extra-Israelite origin is by some discovered in the ninth chapter 

of Isaiah.47 The program of the author is the one already familiar 

to us: First comes a great overturning, and the people that has walked 

in darkness sees a great light; the yoke of the oppressor is broken; 

the garment rolled in blood and the arms of the invader arc given 

to the llamcs. Then comes the birth of the deliverer, the child of 

wonderful name, and the kingdom of peace is ushered in. No reason 

can be assigned for making this a foreign importation except the 

exalted name given the child. To understand this name we need 

only remind ourselves that even the common man in Israel did not 

hesitate to call his child “Brother-of-Yahwch” or “Son-of-Yahweh,” 

and that in the royal family we meet such names as “ Strenglh-of- 

Yahweh” and “Rightcousncss-of-Yahwch.” Moreover, the king 

was in all Hebrew tradition the Anointed of Yahwch, his represen¬ 

tative, partaking of his sanctity. If now at some great crisis a seer 

had the confidence that the ideal king was as hand there was nothing 

extravagant in his use of the words of the text. Extra-Israelite tradi¬ 

tion is not needed to account for his language. 

46 Burney, Journal 0/ Theological Studies (1909), 5S2. 

47 Gressmann, Ursprung der israelilisch-pidisclien F.schatologie, 279; Oesterley, 

Evolution oj the Messianic Idea in Israel, 222. 

95 



358 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

Descriptions of the good time coming which we now read in the 

eleventh and the thirty-fifth chapters of Isaiah arc sometimes supposed 

to be borrowed from gentile descriptions of the Golden Age. To 

understand these chapters we must notice that each forms the climax 

of a group of prophecies. The editors of the prophetic books evidently 

planned to conclude each .section with an encouraging prediction. 

Thus Amos, Hosea, Zechariah, and the several sections of Isaiah 

end each with a messianic prophecy. We have seen reason to believe 

that these editors wrought subsequently to the great Deutero-Isaiah; 

in fact they all used Deutero-Isaianic ideas, adding however a more 

distinct expectation of the messianic king. Now, the features of the 

two chapters we are considering which seem to be borrowed from 

pictures of the golden age, are precisely those of Deutero-Isaiah. 

But these we have decided to be the fruit of a strong religious faith 

expressed with the glow of a poetic temperament. 

Up to this point, therefore, we have reason to believe that the 

messianic hope is an original production of the Israelite prophets. 

With the Book of Daniel, to which we now come, the case is somewhat 

different. At the time of its writing the Jews had long been in con¬ 

tact with Persian and Greek thought, and that they had been 

influenced by the ideas of the people among whom they lived is shown 

by evidence in our possession. We are prepared to find traces of 

such influence even in so thoroughly a Jewish book as Daniel. The 

author bases his scheme of history on the Number Four—the great 

image is made up of the four metals: gold, silver, bronze, and iron. 

We arc reminded at once of the sequence of the four ages of the world 

in Greek writers. The Persian eschatology also knows four ages of 

the world each of three thousand years. The coincidence is too strik¬ 

ing to be accidental. Yet we may say that the author of Daniel uses 

the scheme in a way to show his originality, for he does not make the 

whole duration of the world consist of four periods, but only the time 

from the reign of Nebuchadrezzar to the Maccabean Age. 

The Number Four appears again in the vision of the beasts, and 

the beasts themselves look so like mythological survivals that we 

suspect gentile influence. Yet it would be easy to make too much 

of this superficial resemblance. The comparison of a hostile invader 

to a savage beast is so natural that it had been used long before Daniel. 
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The earlier prophets had likened the enemy to a lion issuing from his 

lair, or to the wolves of the desert. One detail in Daniel, however, 

docs not accord with the figure—these beasts come out of the sea, 

which is not the home of lions or leopards. This we may admit to be 

a survival from Babylonian mythology, which makes Tiamat, the 

personified ocean, the mother of all sorts of monsters. The fourth 

beast of Daniel also looks like a mythological monster, “a beast 

terrible and powerful, which had great iron teeth; it broke in 

pieces and stamped the residue with its feet.” We are justified in 

saying that there is here also a possible survival from early myths. 

But we must remember that the gentile influence was not direct; 

the myths had passed into folklore and had long ceased to be recog¬ 

nized as what they had been in their origin. In fact it would have 

horrified the apocalyptic writers to think that they were in any way 
influenced by heathen ideas. 

The Persian religion had a well-developed theory of the last things, 

including a judgment at the end of the present age, a resurrection of 

the dead, the coming of a Savior, the creation of a new heaven and 

a new earth, and the setting-up of the kingdom of the good divinity. 

This scheme is known to us only through post-Christian documents, 

and its earlier stages arc still under investigation. It is impossible 

to say therefore what influence it exercised on Jewish thought. In 

almost every respect the ideas of Daniel are less developed. Daniel 

knows of no personal Messiah; he expects only a partial resurrection; 

lie ignores entirely the picturesque bridge over which according to the 

Mazdeans the souls are to go after death. We must conclude that 

direct Mazdean influence on Daniel is slight.48 
The phrase “Son of Man” used by Daniel is supposed by some 

to be a mythological survival. The ianguage of Daniel is “one like 

a son of man” which, as is well known, means simply “one like a 

man.” As was shown above, this figure is a personification like the 

animals which appear in the same vision. The author chooses a 

man to represent the restored nation of Israel in order to show that 

this kingdom is as superior to the empires of the world as a man is 

above the beasts. The only thing that needs to be explained is the 

48 1 his is the opinion of Charles, Critical History 0) the Doctrine oj a Future Lijc, 

136. 1 liis author recognizes also that the doctrine of a resurrection found in Isa., 
chap. 26, cannot be derived from a Persian source. 
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coming on the clouds of heaven. Because of this feature some 

scholars identify the Son of Man with an angel, perhaps Michael, 

the guardian angel of Israel,49 while others think of a pre-existent 

judge and ruler of the world, originally a god, now an emanation of 

the godhead.50 Neither hypothesis is convincing. The author 

thought of the Israel which was to receive the kingdom as dwelling 

at a distance from Jerusalem; that the exiles should fly as a dove to 

their home was a thought familiar to all readers of Dcutero-Isaiah; 

to bring the man out of the sea whence the beasts had ascended would 

seem to make him no better than the heathen powers. An angelic 

figure would have come with the Ancient of Days, and not have 

waited until the judgment was past. Giving due weight to all these 

considerations we see that this Son of Man is explicable as an organic 

part of the vision and is not a loan from gentile sources. 

Finally, the pre-existent Messiah of Enoch and Ezra is explicable 

as an exegetical development from the Son of Man of Daniel and the 

Son of Yahwch of the second psalm. That the apocalyptic writers 

busied themselves with the earlier literature needs no demonstration. 

The figure of the Son of Man when once interpreted of an individual 

was sure to attract devout speculation. The ideal pre-existence of 

many things became about this time a postulate of the scribes. The 

ideal existence of the mysterious deliverer and ruler easily objectified 

itself as a real existence under the wings of the divinity. In this case 

therefore as in the others we arc not compelled to assume gentile influ¬ 

ences to account for the exalted messianic expectation. 

Our conclusion is that the messianic hope in its various forms is 

a product of Hebrew and Jewish religious faith. This faith rested 

upon the mercy and fidelity of Israel’s God and on his election of a 

people in whom his glory should be manifested. In the struggle 

which this faith went through to maintain itself under heathen oppres¬ 

sion the hope gradually developed until it reached the transcendental 

form which it assumes in the latest documents. Here and there, 

in minor details, it may have been influenced by mythological sur¬ 

vivals, but these survivals had already passed into folklore and do not 

in any case affect the substance of the hope. 

Schmidt, JBL, XIX, 22-27. 

s° Clemen, Rcligionsgcschichtlichc Erklarung dcs Ncuen Teslamcntes, 117, 122. 
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V The Orig in of the Idea of the Messiah 

SOLOMON ZEITLIN 

There is a saying in the Talmud “either the sword or the book.” 1 
This could be interpreted that one who seeks to combat injustice 

and is a fighter for ideas and ideals cannot produce great scholarly 

works. On the other hand a true scholar cannot engage in public 

affairs, for his place is in an ivory tower. Dr. Abba Hillel Silver has 

shown that this saying refers only to the average person, not to a per¬ 

son of superior intellect and gifted with original ideas. Such a person 

combines valor in fighting for his ideas and ideals and those faculties 

required to produce scholarly works of permanent value. 

Doctor Abba Hillel Silver, who is approaching his seventieth 

birthday, has devoted his life to the service of the Jews. He was the 

main champion in defending the Jewish rights in Erctz Israel (Pales¬ 

tine) before the United Nations. History will record the great indebt¬ 

edness which the State of Israel owes to him. 

While Dr. Silver was engaged in the struggle for the rights of 

the Jews he, at the same time, produced scholarly works in which he 

displayed sound learning and showed keen historical insight. He has 

a masterful style and exhibits great courage in expounding his views. 

The first of Dr. Silver’s scholarly works was A History of Mes¬ 
sianic Speculation in Israel, in which he traces the messianic specu¬ 

lations among the Jews from the end of the first century to that of 

the seventeenth century. This book shows a vast knowledge of the 

sources and literature of this period as well as the author’s acute 

mind in dealing with this complicated subject. Some of his other 

books are Religion in a Changing World, Where Judaism Differed, 
and the latest, Moses and the Original Torah, in which Moses is pre¬ 

sented as a living reality, a challenge which very few scholars have 

been able to accomplish. All of Dr. Silver’s works are of lasting value. 

In the volume dedicated in honor of Doctor Abba Hillel Silver’s 

seventieth birthday, it is fitting to have an article on the origin of the 

1 Abodah Zarah 17. 
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idea of a messiah, since the first fruit of Dr. Silver’s thought was on 
the messianic expectation. 

I 

The messianic expectation among the Jews was both a blessing_and_ 
a curse. The hope for a messiah gave them strength and courage dur¬ 
ing the centuries of the Middle Ages, dark ages, in their privations 
and degradations. They underwent great sufferings but they hoped 
that this would not be prolonged. They believed that the Promised 
Messiah would come soon, redeem them from their misery, and bring 
them back to their homeland, the Land of Israel, where the kingdom 
of Israel would be reestablished under the scepter of a scion of the 
family of David. Their motto was ‘‘to hope and to suffer.” The expecta¬ 
tion of a Messiah, indeed, made their survival possible. It kept alive the 
hope that at a not too distant time the Messiah would come. They 
besought God in their prayers to hasten the coming of the promised 

Messiah. 
On the other hand, the longing and expectation of the Messiah 

brought misfortune and suffering to the Jews. Many opportunists and 
adventurers, observing the persecution and degradation of the Jews 
and being aware of their hopes for a Messiah, took advantage of the 
situation by proclaiming themselves either messiahs or prophets of 
messiahs. These messianic movements were catastrophic to the Jews. 
One of the latest was Sabbatai Zevi’s messianic movement in the 
seventeenth century. Almost all the Jews of that period succumbed to 
it, rich and poor. Even the intelligent classes—bankers, doctors, and 
rabbis, believed Sabbatai Zevi to be the true messiah. The propa¬ 
ganda for this movement was led by one Nathan, who proclaimed 
himself to be a prophet. He was a demagogue, adventurer, and forger. 
He showed great ability, we may say genius, in the organization of 
the movement. Sabbatai Zevi’s messianic movement was calamitous 
to the Jews as were all the others. In fact, the Jews have not yet fully 
recovered from the aftereffects of the collapse of the Sabbataian 
movement. 

True, there were men who honestly believed themselves to be 
messiahs. They arrived at this belief because of their ascetic way of 
living and through their engrossment in the studies of mysticism and 
Kabbala. They fasted and prayed and thus their minds became de¬ 
ranged—they saw visions that God destined them to be messiahs to 
redeem His people and lead them to the Promised Land. This type of 
false messiah also brought great suffering to the Jews. The messianic 
expectation, as stated previously, was both a blessing and a curse. It 
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was a tower of strength for survival during the dark ages and it also 

brought great suffering. 

II 

The word Mashiab, messiah, christos in Greek, has the connotation 

of being anointed. We learn from the Bible that Aaron, the first 

priest; the Tabernacle and the vessels in it were anointed with oil.2 

The anointment signified that they were divine and belonged to Yah- 

weh. The Prophet Samuel anointed Saul, the first king, and in doing 

so said, “Is it not that Yahweh hath anointed thee to be a nagid over 

His inheritance.” 3 Saul thus became divine and thus became Mashiab 
of Yahweh.4 Later when the Prophet Samuel anointed David to be¬ 

come king, the same nomenclature, Mashiab of Yahweh, was given 

to him.0 God promised David that the kingship would be an inherit¬ 

ance of his family and would last forever.3 6 

The term Mashiab was not only applied to the Jewish kings and 

high priest' but also to foreign kings. Cyrus, the king of Persia, was 

called the Mashiab of Yahweh.7 The word" Mashiab was used in the 

Bible as an adjective, not as a noun. The term “messiah” as a noun 

appears only in the late apocalyptic literature and in the New Testa¬ 

ment. On the other hand, during the Second Commonwealth neither 

the kings nor the priests were anointed with oil. Therefore an expla¬ 

nation is necessary as to how the term Mashiab, “messiah,” appears 

later in the Hebrew literature as a person and aroused the idea in the 

minds of the people that God would send a Mashiab. 
The early Church Fathers, to prove that Jesus was the true mes¬ 

siah, Christos, maintained that there were references to Jesus as the 

messiah in the Pentateuch and in the other books of the Bible. To 

combat the views of the Church Fathers the rabbis interpreted the 

same verses as containing prophecies of the Jewish Mashiab. To cite 

a few examples: The verse in Genesis 49:10 reads, “The scepter shall 

not depart from Judah, Nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, 

As long as men come to Shiloh; And unto him shall the opinions of 

the people be.” Origen interpreted this passage as referring to the 

“Christ of God,” Jesus.8 The Targum, according to Jonathan, inter¬ 

prets it as referring to the Jewish Mashiab. The verse in Isaiah 11:1 

reads, “And there shall come forth a shoot of the stock of Jesse and 

2 Exodus 40:9-15. 
3 I. Samuel 10:1. 
4 Ibid., 26:11. 
5 Ibid., 16:13; II Samuel 19:22. 
6 Ibid., 7:8-16. 

7 Cf. Isaiah 45:1. “Thus said Yahweh 
to his niashiah to Cyrus.” 

8 Against Celsus, B. 1, 53. “For He 
came for whom these things were 
reserved, the Christ of God.” 
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a twig shall grow forth out of his roots.” Justin Martyr interpreted 

this verse as a prophecy for the coining of Jesus.0 The rabbis inter¬ 

preted it as referring to the coming of the Jewish Mashiah. In Chapter 

53 of Isaiah the suffering of the servant of Yahweh is described. The 

Church Fathers interpreted it as referring to the Passion of Jesus. 

Barnabas, one of the Apostolic Fathers, interpreted this chapter as 

referring partly to Israel and partly to Jesus.50 Origen, in his treatise 

Against Celsus, said that the Jews believed that the prophecies in this 

chapter referred to the whole people of Israel regarded as one indi¬ 

vidual. He denied this contention and held that the prophecies and 

suffering related in this chapter referred to the sufferings and the 

death of Jesus Christ.9 10 11 The Targum, according to Jonathan, inter¬ 

preted this chapter as referring to Mashiah, the Jewish Messiah. 

The Church Fathers as well as the rabbis injected their ideas of 

the messiah into the Biblical passages. However, as we have pre¬ 

viously stated, there is no indication anywhere in the Bible of the 

coming of a personal messiah, natural or supernatural. The word 

Mashiah appeal's in the Bible several times. It has the connotation of 

anointed and refers to the high priest12 or to the king, of the family 

of David. In the Book of Psalms the word Mashiah is found several 

times. It appears in Chapter 84:10, “Look upon the face of Thine 

Mashiah.” This seems to refer to the anointed high priest. In Chapter 

89:39, “But Thou hast cast off and rejected, Thou hast been wroth 

with Thine Mashiah.” This seems to refer to the family of David. 

Similarly in verse 52 the word Mashiah refers to the family of David. 

Again in Chapter 105:15, “Touch not My Mashiah and do My prophets 

no harm.” This refers to the anointed priest. The psalmist beseeches 

the people not to harm the priest and the prophet. It seems that this 

verse is dislocated and should come at the end of the chapter. In the 

book of Lamentations 4:20, we read, “The breath of our nostrils, 

the anointed of the Mashiah of Yahweh, was taken in their pits; of 

whom we said: ‘Under his shadow we shall live among the nations/ ” 

The words “Mashiah of Yahweh” refer to King Josiah. In the book of 

Daniel the word mashiah occurs twice. In one place the author desig¬ 

nates mashiah as nagid, ruler.13 This undoubtedly is a reference to 

the high priest who, during the Second Commonwealth, was the spirit¬ 

ual as well as the secular ruler of the people.14 In the other place the 

9 Cf. The First Apology, 32. “A flower 
has sprung from the root of Jesse 
this Christ.” 

10 The Epistle of Bamabasy 5. “For the 
scripture concerning him relates 
partly to Israel, partly to us, and 

it speaks thus: Tie was wounded 
for our iniquities. . . / ” 

11 B. 1.55. . . My Jewish opponent 
replied that these predictions bore 
reference to the whole people. . . . 
And who is this person save Jesus 
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author wrote, “And after three score and two weeks shall the musltiah 
be cut off.” 15 Here the author refers to the elimination of the priest¬ 

hood of the Zadokite family. The book of Daniel, as we have it today, 

was composed after Judah Makkabee purified the Temple.10 These 

passages were cited to show that in the Bible the word mashiab has 

the connotation of anointed and refers to the high priests or to the 

kings of the family of David. Modern theologians, Christian and Jew¬ 

ish, have injected the idea of the expectation of a personal, super¬ 

natural messiah into the Biblical passages. All histories of the Second 

Commonwealth are vitiated with the idea of messianic expectations. 

True, the prophets do speak of a millennium—a period of happi¬ 

ness and prosperity when there will be no more wars between nations, 

and people will live in peace with one another. But this is not an 

expectation of a personal messiah. We must differentiate between a 

millennium and a messiah. The Prophet Isaiah, who according to 

tradition was of the family of David,17 voiced a longing for a period 

when a descendant of Jesse, that is, of the family of David, imbued 

with the spirit of Yahweh, would rule. That day would be the time of 

the millennium, when “The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, and the 

leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf and the young lion 

and the fading together; and a little child shall lead them” (11:6- 

10). There are messianic expectations in this passage. Isaiah hoped 

that a time would come when the Jews would prosper and live in peace 

as before at the time of King Solomon, a descendant of Jesse. Isaiah 

was a great patriot and nationalist. As a parallel we may cite the 

hope of a devotee of the Bourbon dynasty that the grandeur of France 

will be restored as in the time of Louis XIV. 

That the Jews during the first part of the Second Commonwealth 

did not have the expectation of a personal messiah is evident from 

the literature produced during that period. The word viaslualp does 

not-occur in the book of Ben Sirah nor does it occur in the other 

apocryphal literature—Tobit, Judith, The Wisdom of Solomon, I Mac¬ 

cabees. In the latter it is stated that when the high priesthood was 

given to Simon the Hasmonean, a clause was inserted, “Until a true 

prophet will arrive in Israel.” 18 From this we may deduce that Jews 

believed prophecy would be restored but there is no indication that 

they expected a messiah. Even in II Maccabees, wherein physical 

resurrection 10 and the hope that all Jews would be gathered in Judaea 

Christ, by whose stripes they who 
believe on Him are healed.” 

12 Cf. Leviticus 4:3. 
13 9:25. 
14 Cf. also I Chronicles 9:11. 

15 9:26. 
16 Cf. I Maccabees, ed. Dropsie, p. 32. 
17 Talmud Megillah 10. 
18 Chap. 14:41. 
19 See Chap. 7. 
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are given prominence, the word mashiah does not occur—the author 
believed this would be accomplished through the intervention of God. 

The term “messiah” occurs only in the apocalyptic literature; 
once in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs,20 twice in the Book 
of Enoch,21 and twice in the last two chapters of the Psalms of Solo¬ 
mon.22 The first two books mentioned as well as the last two chapters 
of the Psalms of Solomon (17th-18th) were written after the time of 
Herod. We may even assume that “Lord Messiah" in Chapter 17 is a 
later Christian interpolation.23 The word “messiah” also occurs in IV 
Ezra 24 and the Apocalypsis of Baruch.25 the messiah is portrayed in 
this literature as being a scion of David who will rule over Israel and 
free the Jews from their foreign yoke. The Jews believed that the 
messiah would be a supernatural being and yet a son of David. In the 
Book of<Enoch>the son of David is namedf'the anointed of God,”20 
“the Elect One,”27 “the Son of Man,”28 “the Son of God.”28 ( 

This, then, is our paradox. The idea of a supernatural messiah is 
mentioned only in the apocalyptic books which were considered "out¬ 
side books,” profane—there had been an edict against reading them30 
—nevertheless the idea of a messiah possessing supernatural power 
became deeply rooted among the Jews, almost an article of faith. 
What were the forces which gave rise to the idea of a supernatural 
messiah? We have pointed out that the term mashiah had the con¬ 
notation of high priest, or King David and his son Solomon, who had 
been anointed with oil. What were the causes which brought about 
this persistent idea of a supernatural messiah? Ideas which have a 
profound influence and are lasting are not created in a vacuum or by 
the whim of a person, however important he may be. 

To comprehend the origin of the idea of a supernatural messiah 
we must briefly review the political and spiritual conditions which 
prevailed at the time of the Restoration. At the head of the exiles who 
returned from Babylonia were two men, who represented influential 
political factions with diametrical ideological views. One was Joshua, 
the grandson of Seraiah, the high priest who had been killed by the 
Babylonians, representing the high priesthood. The other leader was 
Zerubbabel, the grandson of King Jehoiachin, representing the 
Davidic royal family. A clash developed between these two factions 

20 The Testament of Reuben, 6:8. 
21 48:10; 52:4. 
22 17:6; 18:8. 
23 Cf. H. E. Ryle and M. R. James, 

Psalms of the Pharisees commonly 
called the Psalms of Solomon, ad 
loc. 

24 Cf. 5:29; 12:32. 
25 29:3; 39:7; 40:1; 70:9. Cf. also 

S. Zcitlin, “The Apocrypha," Jew¬ 
ish Quarterly Review, 1947, pp. 
239-248. 

26 48:10. 
27 49:2; 51:1. 

104 



THE OIUGIN OF THE IDEA OF THE MESSIAH 453 

as to how (lie Judaean community should be organized. The adherents 

of Joshua maintained that the community should be ruled by the high 

priest, the vicar of God. In other words that it be established as a 

theocracy. The followers of Zerubbabel held that the new community 

should be ruled by a scion of the family of David. The ideology of 

Joshua triumphed. Zerubbabel disappeared from the political and 

religious arena. The Judaean community was established as a 

theocracy.31 

Although the Judaean community took the form of a theocracy, 

the idea that a scion of the family of David should rule over Israel 

was not obliterated from the minds of the people. Many Judaeans still 

hoped that ultimately the Judaean State would be ruled by a descend¬ 

ant of the family of David. This hope was cherished especially among 

the lower classes. It was so deeply held among the Judaeans that the 

author of I Maccabees, in giving the Testament of Mattatliias the 

Hasmonean, said that David “inherited the throne of an everlasting 

kingdom.”32 Similarly Ben Sir ah, writing in his book about Phineas, 

the grandson of Aaron to whom God gave the high priesthood forever, 

said that God made a covenant with David, the son of Jesse, to whom 

he gave an everlasting kingdom.33 

The followers of Joshua were of the high priestly family of the 

Zadokites, the Sadducees. They were strict adherents to the written 

law. Although they recognized the unwritten law then in vogue, they 

did not hold it binding. To them only the laws of the Torah were 

binding. Since they strictly followed the Torah they held that Yahweh 

is an ethnic God, the God of the descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and 

Jacob, with whom He made a covenant and whose children He 

brought out of Egypt. Hence they still called the Temple built after the 

Restoration the blouse of Yahweh, using the same nomenclature ap¬ 

plied to the Temple built by King Solomon. The followers of Zerub¬ 

babel maintained that the unwritten laws are on a par with the 

written laws, the Torah. They held that anyone who transgressed the 

unwritten laws would be liable to punishment as if he had trans¬ 

gressed the written laws.31 

The group that held that the oral law is on a par with the Penta- 

teuchal laws; that the new community should be established under 

the leadership of a scion of the Davidic family and not under the 

28 62:14; 69:26.. 
29 69:4; 105:2. 
30 M. Sanhedrin 11:1. 
31 Cf. S. Zeitlin, The Rise and Fall of 

the Judaean State, 1962, pp. 6-12. 

32 I Maccabees 2:57. 
33 47:11. 
34 Cf. S. Zeitlin, “The Pharisees,’” 

Jewish Quarterly Review, October, 
1961, pp. 97-129; idem., op. cit. 
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leadership of a high priest; and that Yahweh is the God of all peoples 

and not an ethnic god was considered heretical by the Zadokites, the 

high priestly family. This group was called Penishim, Pharisees, 

separatists, by the Zadokites who maintained that they separated 

themselves from the Judaeans, the people of Yahweh. Down to the 

successful revolt under the leadership of the Hasmoneans the Phar¬ 

isees had no influence over the affairs of the Judaean community but 

they had the confidence of the rank and file of the people.30 

The Pharisees endeavored to solve the vexing problems of indi- 

viduals-why did the righteous suffer and the wicked prosper? They 

taught the people that there was a future world where there would 

be reward and punishment—the reward for good deeds in this world 

and punishment for the wicked. They also impressed upon the minds 

of the people that the soul is immortal. The physical body dies but 

the soul lives forever. These theological views gave meaning and es¬ 

sence to the lives of the people, for they now felt that their good deeds 

in life were not in vain and were certain that they would be rewarded 

for them. That life in this world is passing while the future world is 

eternal became an article of faith. During the entire period of the 

Second Commonwealth the Pharisees stressed the views that one day 

leadership over the Jews would be vested in a scion of the family of 

David, and that there would be reward for the righteous and punish¬ 

ment for the wicked in the future world. 

When the Hasmoneans succeeded in throwing off the yoke of 

the Syrians and eliminated the high priesthood of the Zadokite family, 

the influence of the Pharisees ascended. Daniel’s words that the 

mashiah will be cut off, that is,36 eliminated, refers to the abolishment 

of the high priesthood of the Zadokite family. 

When the Judaean Commonwealth was established in 141 b.c.e. 

the Great Synagogue confirmed the high priesthood of Simon, the 

Hasmonean, and proclaimed him the ruler of the State. In this dec¬ 

laration there was a clause “until a true prophet will arise in Israel." 

The kingship was not given to him. With this act theocracy was 

abolished. But the view that Judaea should be a theocratic state was 

not entirely obliterated from the minds of all the people. Some of 

them longed for its re-creation. When the Roman general, Pompey, 

was in Syria, a deputation of Judaeans came to him asking that the 

kingship of Judaea be abolished and that the affairs of the community 

be placed in the hands of the high priest as in the olden days when 

the high priest was ecclesiastic as well as civil ruler over the people.37 

35 Ibid. 37 Antiquities 14. 3.2 (41). 
36 9:26. 38 Ibid., 17. 11:2. (313-314). 
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Iirother words, they wanted Judaea to be a theocratic state. Similarly, 
after the death of Herod a deputation of Judaeans went to Augustus 
Caesar with the same petition.38 

When Jannaeus Alexander assumed the kingship over Judaea 
the Pharisees bitterly opposed him. This brought about a civil war 
which ended tragically for the state. The Pharisees recognized that 
their struggle first with Jannaeus Alexander and later their participa¬ 
tion in the civil war between John Hyrcanus and Aristobolus was 
catastrophic, so they abandoned political activity, devoting them¬ 
selves to religion. They became quietists and legalists. However, there 
were groups among the Pharisees who continued to fight for the free¬ 
dom of Judaea. Josephus tells that when Judaea was made a province 
of Rome in the year 6 c.e., Quirinus was sent by Rome to take a 
census of Judaea with a view to levying taxes upon the people. This 
aroused great opposition among the Judaeans. A man named Judas 
of Galilee organized a new group W'hose doctrines Josephus called 
the Fourth Philosophy.39 This group was so named because Josephus 
deals with the Essenes, Sadducees, and Pharisees as philosophies, 
and names this group as the Fourth Philosophy. Josephus wrote about 
this group, “These men agree in all other things with the Pharasaic 
notions; but they have an inviolable attachment to liberty and say that 
God is to be their only ruler and Lord.” He further said that Judas 
“incited his countrymen to revolt, upbraiding them as cowards for 
consenting to pay tribute to the Romans and tolerating mortal masters 
after having God for their Lord.”40 The followers of Judas from time 
to time resorted to seditious acts against the Romans. They also acted 
vigorously against their countrymen who submitted to the Romans. 
They considered as traitors such Judaeans who betrayed the freedom 
of their people. They held that terror must oppose terror. 

Not being able to engage in open battle against the Romans and 
their followers, the Judaeans, the members of the Fourth Philosophy, 
resorted to the use of the sica (a short dagger) to assassinate those 
who favored peace with the enemy. From their use of the sica they 
received the name Sicarii41 (not to be confused with the Zealots). 
Josephus referred to the Sicarii as robbers, brigands. He maintained 
that they were responsible for the destruction of the Judaean state 
and the burning of the Temple. 

Of course the verdict of Josephus is a gross distortion of realities, 
for he himself said that hunger for freedom and liberty had motivated 
their actions. A speech which Josephus put in the mouth of Eleazar, 
son of Jairus, the last leader of the Fourth Philosophy before the fall 

39 Ibid.., 18. 1.1(1—5); (23-25); Jew- 40 Antiquities 18. 1.6 (23-24). 
ish War 2: 8.1 (107-108). 41 Ibid., 20. 8.10 (185-186). 
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of Masada, could not have come from the mouth of an ordinary 
robber: "Long since, my brave men, we determined neither to serve 
the Romans nor any other save God, for He alone is man’s true and 
righteous Lord.” He concluded his speech with the following, ‘Tor it 
is death which gives liberty to the soul and permits it to depart to its 
own pure abode, there to be free from all calamity; but so long as it 
is imprisoned in a mortal body tainted with all its miseries, it is in 
sober truth dead, for association with what is mortal ill befits that 
which is divine.”42 An ordinary brigand could not have uttered such 
noble sentiments, as Josephus would have us believe. 

Josephus mentioned another group which he called wicked as 
were the members of the Fourth Philosophy. He gave no name to this 
group. In writing about these two groups he said that although their 
hands were purer than those of the Sicarii their intentions were more 
impious. “Deceivers and imposters under pretense of divine inspira¬ 
tion, fostering revolutionary changes,” he said of them. “They per¬ 
suaded the people to act like madmen, and led them out into the 
desert under the belief that God would there give them tokens of 
deliverance.”43 

This group was the Apocalyptists. Its members believed in the 
revelation of God and, therefore, the appelation of Apocalyptists is 
appropriate. The Apocalyptists as well as the members of the Fourth 
Philosophy, the Sicarii, were offshoots of the Pharisees. These two 
groups had the same objectives: to free the Judaeans from the yoke 
of the Romans as well as from the Herodean dynasty. They both 
maintained that God is the only ruler over man, but they differed in 
their methods of advocating this view. The members of the Fourth 
Philosophy held that terror must oppose terror. To free the Judaeans 
and destroy their adversaries, force and violence, even murder, were 
justified. The Apocalyptists were opposed to acts of terror and the 
use of violence. They preached love, their watchword was, “If one 
seeketh to do evil unto you, do well unto him and pray for him.”44 
The Apocalyptists were God-fearing people who believed that God had 
not forsaken the Judaeans but only chastised them. They believed 
that He would reestablish Israel under His anointed Mashiah, that 
a scion of the family of David would rule in Zion and destroy the 
persecutors of His people as well as all the sinners. They considered 
Mashiah the anointed of Yahweh, not an ordinary human being, but 

42 Jewish War 7. 8.6-7 (321-380). 
43 Ibid., 2. 13. 4 (259). 
44 See The Testament of the Twelve 

Patriarchs; The Testament of 

Joseph 18.2. 
45 Cf. Enoch 51:2. ‘Tor in those days, 

the elect one shall arise and shall 
choose the righteous and the holy 
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one possessed of supernatural powers.'*5 The Apocalyptisls, aware of 
the might of Rome, knew that the Judaeans could not free themselves 
from the Romans by force. They believed that God would perform 
miracles to free His people. They introduced the idea of a supernatural 
mashiah, who would reveal himself in due time, vanquish the Ro¬ 
mans, free Israel, and sit on the throne of his father David. Then the 
millennium would come, looked forward to by the prophets of old. 

The Apocalyptists were a mystic religious group. Mysticism is 
belief in truths which are beyond comprehension and understanding. 
People whose minds are deranged by physical or mental suffering 
are led to join such groups, and in doing so they become fanatics. On 
the other hand, opportunists and adventurers join such groups out 
of selfish motives. Josephus refers to one, Theodas, who “persuaded a 
great part of the people to take their efFects with them and follow 
him to the river Jordan, for he told them he was a prophet, and that 
he would by his command divide the river, and afford them an easy 
passage over it. Many were deluded by his words.” 40 He also wrote 
about a man from Egypt who claimed to be a prophet. He “advised 
the people to come along with him to the Mount of Olives where he 
will perform miracles.”47 The Apocalyptists, however, in general were 
sincere, pious people. They believed that their revelations were given 
by angels and through supernatural powers, that the kingdom of God 
was approaching, and that the Mashiah of Yahweh would reveal him¬ 
self in all his glory. 

The normative Pharisees opposed both the Sicarii and the Apoc¬ 
alyptists. They may not have shared the view of Josephus that the 
Apocalyptists were imposters, charlatans, but they maintained that 
the Apocalyptists were deceiving themselves; that their views were 
in opposition to the true views of the Pharisees; and hence that the 
Judaeans would be led astray. The Pharisees believed that God would 
some day free His people from the Roman yoke, that the kingship 
would again be in the hands of Mashiah of Yahweh, a scion of David, 
but that the king would not possess supernatural power and would 
not perform miracles. In this view they greatly differed from the 

Apocalyptists. 
The terms “Mashiah of Yahweh” and “son of David” are synony¬ 

mous and interchangeable. The term mashiah in the Bible refers to 
David and his descendants. The author of Lamentations, deploring 

from among them . . . and the 
elect one shall in those days sit on 
My Throne.” See Psalms of Solo¬ 
mon 17:23, “Raise up unto them 

their king, the son of David.” 
46 Sec Antiquities 20. 5. 1 (97—99). 
47 Jewish War 2. 13. 5 (261-262); 

Cf. also Acts 21:38. 
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the untimely death of King Josiah, calls him the Mashiah of Yah- 
weh.48 The Talmud says that Rabbi Akiba called Bar Kokba “King 
Mashiah.” One of Rabbi Akiba’s colleagues said to him, "Grass will 
grow through thy jaws, and the time of the son of David has not 
come.”,n The term “son of David” and “king mashiah" are synony¬ 
mous. 

The gospels according to both Matthew 50 and Luke 51 trace the 
genealogy of Jesus to David, while Mark, who does not give the gene¬ 
alogy, states that Jesus is the son of David.02 John, who stresses the 
view that Jesus was the son of God, nevertheless wrote, “But some 
said, Shall Christ come out of Galilee? Hath not the scripture said, 
that Christ cometh out of the seed of David and out of the town of 
Bethlehem where David was?”33 According to the gospels Jesus was 
greeted with the words, “Blessed be the kingdom of our father David,” 
“Hosanna to the son of David.” 34 On the cross on which Jesus was 
crucified the words “Jesus of Nazareth, king of the Judaeans” were 
inscribed in Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.33 Mashiah, messiah, Christ 
were synonymous in their minds with “son of David” and “king of the 
Judaeans.” 

After the burning of the Temple, and particularly after the tragic 
collapse of the Bar Kokba revolt, the belief in a supernatural messiah 
who would rebuild the Temple and restore the Jewish state gained 
sway over the minds of the people. This was their only hope. Physical 
revolts ended in catastrophe and they looked for their salvation, re¬ 
demption, to a supernatural mashiah. Not all the sages,30 however, 
shared this view and it never became an article of faith. Rabbi Judah 
the Prince, in codifying the Mishnah, does not refer to the belief in a 
mashiah. Reference is once made to the days of mashiah.3T In the 
Mishnah it is stated that those who do not believe in Revelation and 
resurrection will not have a share in the world to come.38 Denial of 
the coming of mashiah is not included in this category. Many Tan- 
naim and Amoraim, however, believed in the coming of the Mashiah 

48 4:20. 
49 Ycrushalmi. Taanit 4; Midrash R. 

Lamentations 2. 
50 1:1-16: 
51 3:24-31. 
52 12:35. 
53 7:41-42. 
54 Mark 11:10; Matt. 21:9. 
55 lesus Nazarenus, Rex ludaeorum. 
56 Cf. also Maimonides Mishne Torah, 

Hilkot Mclachim. Maimonides held 
that Messiah would be a mortal, 
a king, a descendant of the house 

of David, a man wiser than Solo¬ 
mon, and a prophet next in great¬ 
ness to Moses. 

57 Mishnah Berachot 1.6. The phrase, 
“the footsteps of the mashiah” oc¬ 
curs in the Mishnah Sotah 9. 15. 
This part, however, is a later addi¬ 
tion; the name of Rabbi Phineas 
ben Jair is mentioned in this 
Mishnah which indicates that it 
was interpolated after the time of 
Rabbi Judah. 

58 Mishnah Sanhedrin 10. 1. 
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and even indulged in predictions as to the time when he will reveal 
himself. 

Belief in a supernatural mashiah, a scion of the family of David, 
was first brought forth by the Apocalyptic Pharisaic group. It did not 
greatly influence the Judaeans during the Second Commonwealth, 
but after the destruction of the Second Temple, and particularly after 
the revolt of Bar Kokba, it gained stimulus and shaped the life of the 
Jewish people throughout the centuries. The idea of a supernatural 
mashiah became the cornerstone of Jewish survival, as is admirably 
portrayed by Doctor Abba Hillel Silver in his book A History of Messi¬ 
anic Speculation in Israel. 

Ill 
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Conception of the Ideal Kingdom 
Without a Messiah 

by JAMES DRUMMOND 

It is now time to inquire into the character of the 
Messianic kingdom itself. At our very entrance upon 

this subject a preliminary question meets us which de¬ 

mands our careful consideration. While our authorities 

concur in the recognition of a future ideal kingdom, it is, 

to say the least, extremely doubtful whether they all 

recognise a Messiah as standing at its head. It will be 

best to consider first the cases in which this uncertainty 

exists, and then, whichever way our decision may turn, 

we may appeal to our authorities in the chronological 

order whenever they throw light on the particular subject 
of which we may be treating. 

The Book of Daniel is the first which asks for an 

impartial investigation ; but how to secure impartiality in 

the present instance it is not so easy to determine. It is 

not fair to charge a critic with partiality because he 

believes, as he thinks upon sufficient grounds, that the 

book contains a prediction of several historical events 
which took place centuries after its composition, and that 
we are bound to accept all interpretations which are 

found in the New Testament. But it is evident that 
such a judgment may very seriously affect the meaning 

which we attach to the text, and so far as we are 

swayed by it, we may be led quite unconsciously to re¬ 

pudiate a sense which we should otherwise derive from 

22G 
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the words before us. It therefore seems more truly 

impartial to take the book simply as we find it, and 

endeavour to learn by a literary procedure what it was 

that the author meant to communicate to his readers. 

If the result prove to be inconsistent with the above 

assumptions, then it is, so far as it goes, an evidence 

against their truth ; while if it prove to be favourable to 

them, it will be a stronger support than an interpretation 

which has been avowedly made in subjection to their 

restraints. Hengstenberg, however, wishes to throw the 

blame of partiality upon those who question the tradi¬ 

tional interpretation. He says,—‘ So far as the rational¬ 

istic commentators were concerned, besides their general 

inclination to limit the number of Messianic prophecies as 
far as possible, there were special reasons why they should 

reject a Messianic explanation in the present case, if they 

could find any possible excuse for doing so. They assign its 

composition to as late a date as the period of the Macca¬ 
bees. But according to the current theory, which I have 

shown to be erroneous in my work ‘ fur Beibehaltung der 

Apocryphen,’ there is not a single trace of the expectation 

of a personal Messiah to be found in the apocryphal 

books. This belief is said to have been altogether 
extinct in the days of the writers of the Apocrypha. If 

therefore there is any Messianic prophecy in the Book of 

Daniel, according to this theory it must be altogether 

erroneous to assign it to a Maccabean origin/ 1 Now 

Hitzig undoubtedly uses the assumed date of the book as 
conclusive against the Messianic interpretation,2 and so 
far as this consideration affected his judgment in inter- 

1 Chrhtology of the Old Testament: translated by James Martin: 

Clark, Edinburgh, 1853, vol. iii. p. 87. My references will be to this editiuu 
and volume. 

2 S. 110. 

a 2 
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preting the text, he was, though on the opposite side, 

under the influence of precisely the same kind of partiality 

as more orthodox critics. This, however, is no reason 
for refusing to adopt the purely literary method, and to 

interrogate the book without reference to external con¬ 
ditions. We shall not be exposed to the bias which 

Hengstenberg points out, if we consider Ilitzig’s argument 

unsound ; and for my own part I cannot see why, even 

if the Messianic belief had died out as completely as he 

supposes, the writer of Daniel might not have endeavoured 
to revive it in the minds of his countrymen. 

The first passage for which a Messianic meaning is 

claimed is at the end of Daniel’s vision of the four beasts, 

and runs thus : ‘ I saw in the night visions, and, behold, 

[one] like a son of man [not * the son of man,’ as in the 

Authorised Version] came with the clouds of heaven, and 

came to the Ancient of days, and they brought him near 
before him. And there was given him dominion, and 

glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and 

languages, should serve him: his dominion is an ever¬ 
lasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his 

kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.’1 Now when 

we refer to the context to enable us to interpret this 

passage, we may guide our judgment both by the parallel¬ 

ism of the vision itself and by the explanation of it which 
is given in the succeeding portion of the chapter. In the 
vision four beasts are seen, which represent the brutal 
might of four successive heathen kingdoms ; and as these 
beasts are altogether symbolical, we naturally expect the 
higher power which is to take their place to be also 
symbolically represented. What more suitable to succeed 

the savage beasts than the human form, drawing its life 
from heaven, and receiving its dominion from the Ancient 

> vii. 13. 14. 
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of (lays P The vision itself, therefore, suggests that the 
‘ son of man ’ stands for the ideal Israel, for whom the 

empire of the world was destined in the counsels of God. 
But no, says Hengstenberg,1 ‘on the contrary the analogy 

favours the Messianic interpretation. The four beasts do 

not represent kingdoms without heads, but “ four kings.” ’2 

‘ Hence, according to the analogy, we are not to look in 

this instance for a kingdom (ver. 27) without a king, a 
sovereign people.’3 This remark of Ilcngstenbcrg’s 

really strengthens the case against himself. How is it 

that Daniel is content to speak of the four heathen 
monarchies as ‘ four kings,’ although the individual kings 

were of no importance, while in the case of the people 

over whom he is supposed to place a superhuman head, 
the pre-existent Messiah, he changes his mode of de¬ 

scription, and says not a word about a king ? This surely 

suggests to us the notion, not altogether foreign to Old 

Testament thought, of a pure theocracy, in which the 

Ancient of days woidd himself come and dwell as sole 
king upon his holy mountain; and we have in this 
suggestion a sufficient answer to Oehler’s not very astute 

remark that in any case ‘ the kingdom is not to be 

thought of without its king.’4 
In these observations we have partly anticipated our 

notice of the interpretation of the dream. In this the 

beasts are expressly referred to, but unfortunately the 
‘ son of man ’ is not again mentioned. There are, how¬ 
ever, three different verses in which the concluding part 
of the vision is explained,5 and in all of these the dominion 

1 Ilengstenberg’s treatment is so copious and elaborate that in the 

following discussion I have taken him as the representative of the traditional 

interpretation?, and have guided my arguments by reference to bis. Some 

other views will, however, be noticed as we proceed. 

« vii. 17. 3 P. 89. 
* Ilerzog, Mcssiusy S. 41G. 5 \ erses IS, 22, 27. 
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is assigned to ‘ the saints of the Most High,’ without the 
faintest allusion to a Messiah ; and accordingly, if we are 

to allow the author to be his own interpreter, we must 
believe that the ‘ son of man ’ and ‘ the saints of the Most 

High ’ are identical. The only answer which Hilgenfcld 

makes to this argument is, ‘ but surely the Messiah is 

precisely the head of this people,’1 a remark which 

merely takes for granted the thing to be proved. Heng- 
stenberg says, ‘ The error committed in the statement of 

this argument is, that the passage under review is severed 

from the entire course of prophecy, and no attention is 

paid to the relation in which Daniel himself declares that 
he stood to the prophets who preceded him ; compare ix. 

G . . . and 10. It was a fundamental idea of prophecy 

that the future salvation was to be bestowed upon the 
people of the saints of the Most High, through the medium 
of the Messiah ; that it did not belong to the people as a 

body, but to the people as united under Christ their head. 

• . • If Daniel could assume that this was already known, 
he had no reason to fear that he would be misunderstood, 

when lie afterwards attributed to the people of the saints 
ol the Most High, what he had previously written of the 

Messiah. Ho true Israelite would have misunderstood 
him, even if he had not expressly mentioned the Messiah 

before, and thus guarded against any misapprehension.’2 
In this reply Hengstcnbcrg scarcely meets the point of 
the adverse argument. The question is not whether 
Daniel could have attributed to the saints of the Most 
High what he had previously written of the Messiah, but 
whether he had previously written anything of the 

Messiah ; and the argument is that the total failure to 
notice the Messiah throughout a long interpretation of 

the dream, although there is a reiterated recurrence to 
1 Jud. Apoh. s. -16. 2 Pp. 86-0. 
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its supposed Messianic portion, is an evidence in favour 

of the non-Messianic explanation. Hengstenberg has 
given no reason for this failure, which is the more ex¬ 

traordinary if we say, with Hilgenfeld,1 that ‘ it was the 

principal aim of the author to bring this [the Messianic 

kingdom] livingly before the soul of his compatriots. 
Our surprise is not diminished when we look more 

closely at the vision and its interpretation. If the ‘ son 

of man ’ be the Messiah, he is here presented in a way 
which, so far as we know, is wholly new. The imagery 

of the ancient prophets, towards whom Daniel is said to 
have so carefully maintained his relations, is discarded, 

and instead of one sprung from the stem of Jesse, heir to 

the throne of David, we have a mysterious being, coming 

in cloudy grandeur to rule over the whole world, while 

the people of Israel are passed by without the most 
cursory notice. Now if anything required explanation, 

surely this did, especially as Hengstenberg was not at 
hand to point out that the second coming of the Messiah 
was intended, a fact which is studiously concealed in the 

vision itself. The presumption whi-ch is thus created that 
this mysterious allusion could not be left without elucida¬ 

tion is strengthened when we find that the fourth beast, 

with his ten horns and his little horn, receives such ample 

notice. How is it that the impiety of the little horn, 

the type of Antichrist, is portrayed with such individual 

features, while on the opposite side the great mediator 

vanishes utterly from view, and the Ancient of days 

and the chosen people completely fill the scene ? This 
silence in regard to the Messiah Hengstenberg docs not 

so much as pretend to explain. 

It may be said, however, that Daniel’s connection 

> Jikl. Apok. S. 40. 
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with the prophets renders it improbable that he can have 

been without the Messianic belief. In this consideration 
there is some weight. But we have already seen that 

the prophets are by no means unanimous in what JEIeng- 
stenberg is pleased to lay down as 4 a fundamental idea of 

prophecy ; ’ and as the writer has certainly not followed 

the old prophetic type, there is no difficulty in believing 

that he may have reverted to the still older idea of a 

pure theocracy, in which, though human leaders might 

be necessary, none should be distinguished with special 
Messianic dignity. Whether he did so or not must be 

judged simply from his own statements. The passage to 

which appeal is made with the greatest confidence yields 

to those who do not thrust into it a meaning derived from 

other sources a picture of world-wide dominion exercised 

by the saints under the immediate government of the 

Almighty himself: and this interpretation is confirmed 

by the two parallel passages in which the kingdom is 

referred to. In ii. 44 we are told that 4 in the days of 
these kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom 

which shall never be destroyed: and the kingdom shall 

not be left to other people, but it shall break in pieces 

and consume all these kingdoms, and it shall stand for 

ever.’ There is nothing in this inconsistent with the 

Messianic conception; but had the Messiah been a 

prominent figure in the writer’s thoughts, he would 
probably have been alluded to on so suitable an occasion. 
It is of more consequence, however, that in the other 
passage we find a mediator actually named, and that 
this is not the Messiah, but the archangel Michael. 

Having stated that the king of the north [Antiochus 

Epiphanes] should come to his end, and none should help 

him, the writer proceeds, 4 And at that time shall Michael 

stand up, the great prince which standeth for the children 
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of thy people; ’1 and it is evident from the whole scope 

of the passage, and particularly from the reference to the 

resurrection, that here also ‘ the time of the end ’ is de¬ 
scribed. It is surely incredible that if the writer believed 

in a supernatural Messiah, he could be content to accord 
to him only an obscure description, occupying a couple 

of verses, and then at the close of his book not only omit 

to say a word about him, but introduce Michael by name 

as the heavenly mediator to whom the Israelites were to 

look for deliverance. 
Hengstenbcrg, however, produces arguments on the 

opposite side, which appear even to Ililgenfeld pretty 
much to the point,2 and it is possible that these may 

more than counterbalance the evidence already ad¬ 

duced. In the first place he appeals to the ‘ history 
of Biblical interpretation.’ ‘ It was supported by the 

whole of the early Christian Church with very few 

exceptions.’3 As the early Christian Church had no 

better means of interpreting the passage than we have 

ourselves, and as it was the most natural thing possible 
for them to give it a Messianic interpretation, I do not 

see that there is any force in this argument. But he 
adds, ‘ the Jews were certainly interested in opposing it, 

as Christ had so expressly declared himself to be the Son 

of Man. Yet with the exception of Abenczra, they are 

unanimous in supporting this exposition.’4 When the 

Messianic idea was fully developed, and when sound 
principles of interpretation were systematically disregarded, 
it is not surprising that the Jews adopted this into the 
number of Messianic passages. They may have done 
so before the time of Christ, though in support of this 
supposition we cannot appeal to the Book of Enoch, the 

1 xii. 1. 2 ‘Ziemlicli treffund:' Jud. Apuk. S. -10, Anui. 2. 
3 Tp. 86-7. 4 I’. 87. 

122 



234 CONCEPTION OF TIIE IDEAL KINGDOM BE. II. 

passages in that work relating to the Son of man being 

probably of later date. But even in this case the ques¬ 

tion is whether the national point of view may not have 

been altered after the power of the Homans began to 

make itself felt, and whether the Book of Daniel may not 

have been forced by a new interpretation into conformity 

with the changed circumstances of the people. As this 

is part of the question at issue, it is irrelevant to appeal 

to Jewish exegesis which docs not go back beyond 

the Homan period. In regard to the bias of the Jews 

Ilengstenberg is clearly wrong. The Messiah coming in 

the clouds presented so marked a contrast to the crucified 

Jesus that the passage in Daniel was used in refutation of 

the Christian claim ; and the recourse to a second coming, 

however satisfactory to Christians, could appear to a Jew 

little better than a makeshift. In the dialogue with Try- 

phou 1 Justin Martyr quotes this passage at length to 

illustrate the glory of Christ; and what is the Jew’s reply ? 2 

‘These and similar scriptures compel us to expect in 

glory and greatness him who as a son of man receives 
the eternal kingdom from the Ancient of days ; but this 

so-called Christ of yours has been dishonoured and 

inglorious, so that he even fell under the extreme curse 

that is contained in the law of God, for he wras crucified.’ 

I think, therefore, that we need not abandon our own 

judgment in deference to that of the Talmudists. 
In support of the presumption which he thinks is 

created by the ‘ history of Biblical interpretation ’ Heng- 

stenberg adduces four ‘ positive arguments.’ 

‘ 1. The ideal personality of the nation would have been 

more particularly pointed out at the very outset; other¬ 

wise everyone would understand the passage as referring 

to the actual person of the Messiah. The elevation of the 

1 Ch. 31. 2 Cb. 32. 
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people liad hitherto been inseparably connected with the 
royal house of David ; and earlier prophets had invariably 

pointed to the Son of David as the author of its future 

glory. If, therefore, Daniel ascribed this future exalta¬ 

tion first to the Sou of man, and then to the nation, he 

could only intend that the former of these should be 

understood as referring to the Messiah.’1 This argument 

conveniently assumes the very point which is under dis¬ 

cussion, namely that the Messianic belief was existing in 

full vigour at the time when the book was written. And 

we may venture to say on the other hand, that it was 

only under the suggestion of a pre-existing belief that a 

Messianic interpretation could possibly have arisen. But 

in addition to this petitio principii the argument is strangely 
inconsequential:—the people always expected the Messiah 

to appear in the person of one of the royal house of 

David; therefore they could not possibly suppose that 

one like a son of man coming with the clouds of heaven 

could be other than the Messiah. Where is the identity 

or resemblance between these two ideas ? Even in the 

Talmud, where the Messianic sense is admitted, the 

contrast between this and an earlier view is felt to re¬ 

quire explanation:—‘Babbi Yehoshua’ ben Levi threw two 

verses against one another: “ Behold he will come in the 

clouds of heaven as the Son of man,” and “ He is poor, sitting 

on an ass.”—If they [the Israelites] are deserving, [he will 
come] on the clouds of heaven ; if they are not deserving, 

poor, sitting on an ass.’2 I think, therefore, that the 
Messianic interpretation is not the first which would 

occur to an Israelite who had always expected the 
Messiah to rise out of the stem of Jesse ; and Ileugsten- 
berg’s argument consequently falls to the ground. 

‘ 2. His coming in the clouds of heaven is decisive. 
The anti-Messiauic expositors have not only to explain, 

1 r. 80. * Si/nhcd. 08(7. 
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how Israel could be in heaven, . . . but how it could 

become possessed of omnipotent judicial power. For it 

is this that is indicated by his coming with the clouds.’1 

We have here two arguments in the form of one. The 
first, that. Israel could not be in heaven, seems to me, I 

must be excused for saying, ‘ decisive ’ of nothing but 

the inconceivably prosaic character of the man who can 
resort to it; as though the glowing dreams of a prophet and 

poet were to be as dry and literal as the dreary lucubra¬ 
tions of a modern theologian. Will, then, Iiengstenberg 

explain how the Lord could ‘ cast down from heaven 

unto the earth the beauty of Israel,’4 if Israel had never 

been in heaven, and how Babylon could have ‘ fallen 

from heaven,’3 and how Capernaum can have been 

‘exalted unto heaven’?4 He must also explain how 

kings could be beasts, and come up from the sea. But 

leaving this trifling, let us look at the writer’s own 

thought. First he sees the four winds of heaven striving 

upon the great sea, and four great beasts coming up from the 
sea, and exercising successive dominion till the Ancient of 

days appears, and passes judgment upon them; and then, in 

contrast to these beasts, born from the wilderness of 

ocean amid tumult and tempest, and wielding their brute 

power in a selfish and impious tyranny, another form, 

bearing the mild and devout lineaments of a man, comes 

with the pomp and glory of heaven to receive from the 
Ancient of days an eternal kingdom. The heaven is the 
proper contrast to the sea, as the human form is to 
the bestial, and the beauty and significance of the vision 

would be seriously marred if this feature were removed. 

As to the second portion of the argument, it is a pure 

assumption to say that coming with the clouds denotes 

1 Pp. 811-00. See also l’usey, p. 85 sq. 2 Lam. ii. 1. 
3 Isai. xiv. 12. " 4 Matt. xi. 23. 
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‘ omnipotent judicial power.’ A few pages farther back, 

indeed, Ilengstenberg says that ‘ in the symbolical language 

of the Bible the clouds represent judgment,’1 and again, 

‘ the Messiah appears upon the clouds of heaven ; he is, 

therefore, an almighty judge, even before the dominion 

is given to him.’2 It is a strange principle of exegesis 

which ascribes an unalterable meaning to the figurative 

language of poetry, and it may seem hardly worth while 

to refer to one or two other ideas represented by clouds. 

As one might expect in a hot climate, the word is used to 

symbolise refreshment and coolness; ‘ The Lord will 

create upon every dwelling place of mount Zion ... a 

cloud and smoke by day,’ 3 i.e. to serve as a welcome 
shade. Again, as something transient, though dark and 

threatening, the cloud becomes a symbol of forgiven sin : 

‘ I have blotted out, as a thick cloud, thy transgressions, 

and, as a cloud, thy sins.’4 And in reference to God 

himself it denotes that He is for a time inaccessible to the 

petitions of men : ‘ Thou hast covered thyself with a 
cloud, that our prayer should not pass through.’5 That 

from the magnificence of cloudy scenery it should be 

used to symbolise the divine majesty, and from the terrors 

of the thunder-storm be mingled with the concomitants 
of divine judgment, is only what we should expect; but 

to say that therefore anyone who seems in a night-vision 

to come with the clouds must be an omnipotent judge is 
merely idle assertion. That the language in Daniel is 

intended to indicate the heavenly exaltation of the ‘ one 
like a son of man,’ and the solemn inauguration of a 
divine kingdom upon earth, is evident without going 

beyond the limits of the passage itself; but we must 

observe that the Son of man is not represented as coming 

1 r. 83. * P. 84. 3 Isni. iv. 5. 
4 Isni. xliv. 22. 3 Lam. iii, 4). 
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down to earth, as we should expect a judge to do, but as 

coming to the Ancient of days ; and therefore, if we may 

venture to follow the leading of the words themselves 

instead of a traditional theology, the idea presented is 

not that of an almighty being coming in his own right 

to rule the world, but rather that of one who has been 

raised up from the earth, and is borne along with the 

clouds to the throne of the Eternal, in order to receive 
by divine grant a kingdom which others had claimed by 

their own lawless force. As Ilengstenberg is fond of Jewish 

interpretation, we may appeal in support of this view to 

Fourth Ezra, in which the being like a man comes up 

‘ out of the heart of the sea,’ and afterwards flies ‘with 

the clouds of heaven ; ’ and his goal is ‘ the top of mount 

Zion,’ which, we may remember, was believed to be the 

dwelling-place of God.1 This view is further confirmed 

by the fact that the judgment is supposed to have 

already taken place,2 and if the writer meant to imply that 
this judgment was conducted by the Son of man, he 

has certainly expressed himself with the most studied ob¬ 

scurity. The conception which we have thus reached, 

though not inconsistent with the Jewish belief in the 

Messiah, is perfectly suitable to the ideal Israel. Hcng- 

stenberg’s ‘ decisive ’ argument, therefore, can satisfy only 
those who are already convinced. 

Before leaving this argument, however, it may be 
worth while to hazard a further remark. If the plea 
could be sustained that coming with the clouds represents 

judicial power, then we have only to turn to verse 22 to 
find that ‘judgment was given to the saints of the Most 

High.’ Though this may perhaps mean that justice was 

1 xiii. 3 (in all the versions blit the Latin, in a\hich there is evidently a 
lacuna), 5, 25, .*15. 

J Verse 10. 
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done to the saints, something may be said on behalf of the 

idea that the power of judgment was committed to them. 

The word here used is NJ'T; and as the same word is 

twice used in this very chapter to denote the supreme 

judgment,1 we might expect the same sense to be pre¬ 

served throughout.2 In this case the saints would be 

expressly invested by the writer himself with that judicial 

power the supposed possession of which by the ‘ son of 

man ’ is regarded as such a conclusive proof that he cannot 

be identical with them. That the idea was not foreign 

to Jewish thought, that judgment, in a subordinate sense, 

might be committed to the Israelites, we learn from the 

Book of Enoch: ‘ Afterwards there will be another 

week, the eighth, that of righteousness, and there shall 

be given to it a sword, in order that judgment and 

righteousness may be exercised on those who act violently, 

and the' sinners shall be given over into the hands of the 

righteous.’3 The final judgment is not to take place till 

the tenth week; but at an earlier time the sword of 

judgment is entrusted to the righteous. Thus, even if 

we admit Hengstenberg’s statement that the ‘ clouds 

represent judgment,’ his conclusion is invalid. 

‘ 3. Israel could not appropriately be compared to a 

son of man. Such a comparison presupposes that there 

was a difference as well as a resemblance.’4 If we arc 

in this way to press the particle of comparison, 3, the 

argument is directly opposed to the purpose for which it 

is used. Christ was a real son of man, as Hengstenberg 
of course admits; and therefore, whatever he may have 

1 Verses 10 and 2G. 

2 So Mr, Fuller understands it, explaining it by the rule,4 quod facit per 
alterum, facit per se.’ Speaker's Com, vi. p. 300. 

3 xci. 12. See also xcv. 3, 1 that you [the righteous] may exercise 
judgment On them [the sinners] as you will.’ 

4 P. 00. 
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been besides, we cannot say that he resembled a son of 

man. A man is a great deal more than a biped ; yet it 

would be absurd to say that he resembled a biped. The 
description, accordingly, though not inconsistent with the 

idea of a wholly supernatural Messiah, who was not a 

true son of man, completely excludes Hengstenbcrg’s 
Messiah. On the other hand, it precisely suits a per¬ 

sonified people, who are not a son of man, but only as it 

were a son of man. In the passage already quoted from 

Fourth Ezra, in the iEthiopic, Arabic, and Armenian 

versions, it is the wind which rises up from the sea like 
a man, though after this has occurred the mysterious 

being is spoken of as a man. This suggests the thought 

that perhaps the writer of Daniel may have meant by his 

comparison that it was not a real man of flesh and blood 
that appeared in the clouds, but rather a grand cloudy 

form that shaped itself out of the ascending vapours, 

till it seemed the glorified heavenly reflection of ideal 

humanity. On the other hand, if he meant the Messiah, 
I have seen no satisfactory reason for his using the 

particle of comparison at all. It would have been more 

natural to have said simply, ‘ I saw the Son of man,’ 

‘ 4. In the other passages of this book, iu which 

anyone is described as being like the children of men, it 
is not an ideal person, but a real person, who is spoken 

of. The same remark applies to Ezek. i. 2G.’1 The 
analogy of four passages, even if they were like the pre¬ 
sent one, could hardly establish a rule. But in all four 
instances the expression is quite different. And here 

again the argument turns against Ilengstenberg; for the 
comparison is invariably used in reference to those who 
were in no sense men—to God in Ezekiel, and to angels iu 

Daniel.2 

1 1*. 00. 5 viii. 15; x. 10, IS. 
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Such are the arguments by which the Messianic 
interpretation is defended, and which appear satisfactory 

even to such a critic as Hilgenfeld. To my own mind 

they appear simply worthless; and therefore the con¬ 

siderations which led us to assign a different meaning to 

the passage remain unimpaired. 
The next passage in which the Messiah is by some 

critics supposed to appear is viii. 15 sq. At the end of 

the vision of the ram and the goat Daniel ‘ heard one 

saint speaking, and another saint said unto that certain 

saint which spake, How long shall be the vision concern¬ 

ing the daily sacrifice P ’ When Daniel had heard the 

answer, there stood before him ‘ as the appearance of a 
man [■>?!.]. And I heard a man’s voice between the banks 
of Ulai, which called, and said, Gabriel, make this man to 
understand the vision.’ Oehler 1 and Hilgenfeld 2 think 

that this person with the man’s voice can be no other 

than the Son of man of vii. 13. With the interpretation, 

however, which we have given to the latter passage, all 

plea for this opinion falls away. There is nothing in the 

narrative itself to suggest anything but the presence of 
two angelic beings, one of whom assumed the visible 

appearance of a man, and is evidently Gabriel, while the 

other is known to be at hand only by the voice which is 

heard above the middle of the river. To assume that 

the owner of this voice is the Messiah is indeed to build 

one’s theories in the air. 

This passage is, however, connected with a later 
vision, which Daniel saw ‘ by the side of the great river, 
which is Hiddekel.’3 Here appeared ‘a certain man 

clothed in linen, whose loins were girded with fine 
gold of Uphaz.’ Now the linen dress denotes the priestly 

1 Herzog, yfessietSf S. 417. 2 Jiid. Apok. S. 47. 
3 x. 4 sq. 

R 
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office, and the gold indicates the rank of a prince ; and 
thus, according to Hilgenfeld,1 is indicated a character 

precisely suited to the Messianic conception in the 

Maccabcan time, when the high-priest had so long pre¬ 
sided over the nation. These tokens, however, are not 

inconsistent with the dignity of an archangel. Michael 
also is ‘ one of the chief princes,’2 and if we have no 
other reference in Daniel to the priestly functions of the 

amjels, it would not be unsuitable to ascribe them to 

those who stood nearest to the throne of God.3 With 

these articles of dress all resemblance to the Messiah 

ceases. This being, whoever he is, belongs wholly to 

the celestial realm. He is there engaged in conflict with 

the angel-prince of the kingdom of Persia. With the help 

of Michael he was able to leave the contest for a time, in 
order to make revelations to Daniel; but when this duty 

is accomplished, he must return to the fight. His revela¬ 
tion is lon<x and minute, and extends to the time of the 

resurrection; yet nowhere does he give the faintest hint 
of any personal participation in the earthly fortunes of 

Israel. The people are Daniel’s people,4 and Michael is 
their heavenly prince.5 How anything coidd be more 

unlike the Messiah it is difficult to conceive ; and indeed 

the total absence of Messianic promise throughout this 

elaborate description of ‘ what shall befall thy people in 

the latter days ’6 seems to me to be conclusive evidence 
that, if the writer believed in a Messiah at all, he regarded 
him as so subordinate to the general glory of Israel that 
it was not worth while to introduce him on the scene; 

and it is most probable that the Messianic idea had lost all 

1 Ji/rl. Apok.i S. 40. 2 \ cr.se 13. 
5 appropriately refers to Kev. viii. 2, 3. 

’ x. 14; xii. 1. 5 x. 21. xii. 1. 6 x. 14. 
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hold on the mind of the people, and had not yet rc-shuped 

itself from the pictures in the ancient prophecies. 
We come now to a passage the interpretation of 

which is beset with difficulties, ix. 24-27.1 To this 

Hengstenberg devotes all his strength in a laboured 

exposition and argument, which occupy, in the transla¬ 

tion, more than 170 pages. As it is not necessary for us 

to imitate this minuteness in order to arrive at rational 

grounds for deciding between the Messianic and non- 

Messianic interpretations, I propose to start by presenting 

Hengstenberg’s translation, and accepting it with the 

exception of a few points which seriously affect the deci¬ 

sion of the controversy. 
The following, then, is his rendering, a few of his 

explanations which are needed to make the sense clear 
being given in brackets:—* Seventy weeks are cut off 

[definitely and precisely determined] upon thy people 

and upon thy holy city, to shut in [forgive, cover up] 
transgression, and to seal up sins [remove them from the 

sight of God], and to cover iniquity, and to bring eternal 

righteousness; aud to seal up vision and prophet [not, as 

most suppose, to fulfil or confirm them, but to put them 

aside as no longer necessary], and to anoint a Holy of 

Holies. And thou shalt know aud understand: from the 

going forth of the word to restore and to build Jerusalem 

unto an anointed one, a prince, are seven weeks and 

sixty-two weeks: the street is restored and built, and 

firmly determined;2 but in narrow times. And after 

the sixty-two weeks an anointed one will be cut off; and 
there is not to him [Christ, owing to his rejection, lias no 

1 Various opinions on this passage may be seen collected in the Speakers 

Commentary,1 Excursus on the Seventy Weeks/ vi. pp. 3G0-3G5. Tlioy are 

given with candour and good taste; but the Excursus can hardly be said to 

contribute anything to the criticism of the subject. 
3 Dr. Pusey prefers 1 street and wall shall be restored and builded/ p. 173. 
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rule over the covenant-people];1 and the city and the 
sanctuary the people of a prince, the coming one, will 

destroy; and it will end in the flood,2 and to the end 

there is war, decree of ruins. And one week will confirm 

the covenant to the many [or, he will confirm the coven¬ 

ant to the many one week], and the middle of the week 

•will [or, in the middle of the week will he] cause sacrifice 
and burnt-offering to cease, and the destroyer comes over 

th.e summit of abominations, and indeed until that which 
is completed and determined shall pour down upon the 

desolate places.’3 

According to the view of the Messianic interpreters 

we have here a literal prophecy of the coming of Christ, 

of his death, and of the destruction of Jerusalem by the 

Eomans. By the anointing of a holy of holies Hengsten- 

berg understands the communication of the Spirit, to 
Christ. He frankly admits that ‘ in the whole Bible 
Dan,? trnf is never applied to a person, but only to 

things ; ’ 4 but he thinks that * Christ is here represented 

as a most holy thing,’ and that this interpretation is 

justified by 1 Chron. xxiii. 13, where he believes that the 

expression is used of Aaron and his sons,5 and by Luke i. 

35, where Christ is described as to yewuiiievov ayiov.6 

1 Or, as Dr. Pusey explains it,‘ the city and the sanctuary shall he his no 

more:’ pp. 17G and 184-5. 

2 The words ‘the end thereof shall be with a flood’ (as the A. V. has it) 
Mr. Fuller refers to the destruction, not of the city, hut of the prince, and 

he thinks they should he rendered ‘the prince that shall come and shall find 

his end iu the (not “a”) flood,’ the flood being used for the ‘army,’ or as 

typical of divine punishment. P. 358. 

3 Mr. Fuller thinks that the last word in 27, whether it he taken as ‘a 

desolate one ’ or as ‘ desolator,’ refers to the Nagid (the prince). lie who 

had been a desolator becomes desolate. P 3G0. 

4 P. 123. 

5 Translating, ‘Aaron was set apart to sanctify him as a most holy one, 

he and his sons for ever.’ P. 110. 

G ‘The Greek Versions . . . distinctly understand the words iu dispute 

in a personal sense.’ Speaker s Com., where the words are cited, vi. p. 301. 
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He refers ‘ an anointed one’ in each instance to Christ, and 

‘ a prince, the coming one,’ to Titus. He adopts as the 

beginning of the seventy weeks the year in which Nehc- 
miah offered his prayer for the restoration of Jerusalem, 

on the ground that the actual restoration of the city was 

not commenced before that time.1 It was in answer to 
this prayer that the divine decree went forth to rebuild 

the city. How this event took place in the 20th year 

of Artaxerxes, that is, as Hengstenberg endeavours to 
prove, in the year 455 B.c.2 The last clause in verse 
25, he believes, must describe the events of the seven 
weeks just mentioned, and he infers that ‘ the restoration of 

the city is said to occupy the whole seven weeks, and to 
be completed when thoyclcse.’ The year 455 b.c. corre¬ 

sponds with 299 from the foundation of Rome. Add to 

tliis sixty-nine weeks, or 483 years, and we reach 782 
A.u.c., the year in which Christ began his ministry. 
Arguments are adduced to show that Christ’s ministry 

really lasted three )Tcars and a half,3 at the close of which 
he put an end, by his death, to the Jewish sacrifices, in 

conformitv with verse 27. 
The principal points in the non-Messianic interpreta¬ 

tion may be briefly stated. The seventy weeks are adopted 

by the writer as an interpretation of the seventy years 

of Jeremiah, and terminate in the time of Antiochus 

Epiphanes. If we take as the earliest point of departure 

for our calculation the year 606 b.c., when Judma fell 
under the Chaldean power, we reach the year 116 b.c., 

which is half a century too late. We thus encounter a 

1 r. 202 sq. 
1 Dr. Pusey assigns to this event the year 444 B.c. (pp. 1G9-170, with 

note C>). lie dates, in preference, from the commission of Ezra in the 

seventh year of Artaxerxes, 457 B.c. (pp. KM) and 172), so that in his initial 

point of reckoning he ditiers only by two years from Hengstenberg. 

3 T. 240 sq. 
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serious chronological difficulty, which must be brought 

under discussion farther on. ‘ An anointed one, a prince,’ 
is Cyrus who is to appear at the end of seven weeks, this 

period being separated by the punctuation from the sixty- 

two weeks. The second ‘ anointed,’ who is to be ‘ cut 

off,’ is either Seleucus IV., who died in 175 B.o., or the 

high-priest Onias III., who was killed most probably in 

171 b.c. The last week terminates in 164 B.c.; and in the 

midst of this period of seven years Antiochus Epiphanes 
captured Jerusalem and put a stop to the sacrifices. 

Before proceeding to the evidence which must guide 
our judgment in deciding between these two views, we 

must make a remark about the method of inquiry. 

Hengstenberg tries to create a prejudice against the non- 

Messiani'c interpreters by using these words :—‘ There is 

a hint at the genesis of these views in the words of 
Hitzig : “ after the death of Jesus the Son of man (vii. 

13), it was inevitable that those who regarded him as the 
Messiah, should interpret the words ‘ the anointed oue 
shall be cut off’ as pointing to him.” It was necessary 

at any price to set aside the exposition which owed its 

origin to faith ; for the simple reason that they had got 

rid of faith itself.’1 This insolent speech (as I must term 

it) does not tend to awaken our confidence in the candour 

of the critic who makes it. Men are not to be charged with 

want of faith because they see no reason to believe that 
the minute prediction of the chronology of future events 
is an element in real prophecy. Whatever difficulties 
stand in the way of such a supposition are opposed to the 
Messianic interpretation ; and if these difficulties be con¬ 

siderable, the}' certainly impose upon honest men the 
duty of freshly examining the passage, to see whether the 
old interpretation be the only one that is tenable. At the 

1 P. 250. 

135 



CH. VII. WITHOUT A MESSIAH. 247 

same time we must be careful not to allow this reflection 

to bias our exegetical judgment. We must endeavour 
to determine simply from the book itself and its corre¬ 

spondence with historical facts what it was that the 

writer meant, and for the time being maintain an attitude 

of indifference towards the theory of special prediction. 

On the other hand we must be equally careful not to be 
biassed by the traditional interpretation; for Hitzig’s very 

just remark shows that, on the supposition of its being 

wrong, we can fully account for its existence. With 

these remarks we may proceed to an investigation of the 

evidence. 
We must notice, in the first place, certain phrases to 

which appeal is made, but which seem to me to afford no 
evidence either way. The first is, * to anoint a holy of 

holies.’ We have already seen the way in which Heng- 
stenberg applies this to Christ. On the other hand it 

is referred to the temple or to the altar, and to the 

restoration of the national worship, after the victories of 
Judas Maccabaeus. The expression here used is applied 

to the altar in Exodus xxix. 37 ; and in Leviticus viii. 11 

it is said that this was consecrated by anointing with oil. 

To thisHengstenberg replies that the term is much more 

extensive than the temple or the altar, and therefore could 

not be used alone to denote either of these. ‘ It would be 

only by a mere guess, and without any foundation what¬ 

ever, that the expression could be understood as referring 
to the temple itself,’ or to the altar.1 ‘ Every interpreta¬ 
tion which is based upon a mere conjecture must for that 

very reason'be rejected.'1 New it may be quite true that 

the term would not at once suggest either of these 

meanings to a reader remote from the scenes to which 

it relates; but, I imagine, some such meaning would 

* P. 120. 
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immediately occur to those who had either just witnessed 
or were eagerly expecting the reconsecration of the 

temple amid popular rejoicing and thanksgiving.1 The 

expression, however, need not be limited, but may refer 

to the dedication of all that the Jews considered most 
holy in connection with the temple-worship. In any 

case Ilengstenberg’s interpretation must fall before his 

own canon. Was any reader not previously biassed likely 
to think of the Messiah when his eye lighted on the anoint¬ 
ing of a most holy thing ? Nowhere else is the Messiah 

so called, and it is only by a process of forcing that the 

words can be made to suit him. Hengstenberg further 

objects that ‘ the outward dedication of the outward 
temple and altar is not in harmony with the other com¬ 

munications of divine grace, promised in the context. 

They are all of a spiritual nature,’ &c.2 To this it is a 
sufficient answer to say that the expression and embodi¬ 

ment of spiritual blessings in an outward temple is not 
inconsistent with Jewish thought, and we know from the 

history of the Maccabees how strong was the attachment 
of the religious party to the sanctuary and its worship. 

Hengstenberg’s other objections, founded on the chrono¬ 

logy, and on the supposed prediction of the total destruc¬ 

tion of the temple, as they have a bearing on the whole 
passage, will be considered in another connection. 

The expressions, ‘ an anointed, a prince ’ in verse 25, 
and ‘ an anointed ’ in verse 2(3, do not necessarily refer to 

the Messiah. The former might certainly be applied to 
Cyrus, who was called the Lord’s anointed by the later 

Isaiah ;3 and if it be doubtful whether the latter could 
denote a heathen king who had conferred no benefits 

upon Israel, it would be a suitable designation of a high- 

1 See the description in 1 Mac. iv. 52 sq. 

2 1\ 121. 3 xlv. 1. 
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priest. Ilengstenberg’s arguments to prove that these 
terms must signify the Messiah have so little force that 

we need not pause to notice them. On the other hand, 
it may very fairly be contended that the absence of the 

article furnishes no light argument against the Messianic 

interpretation, and that especially its absence in the 

second instance, together with the want of any term 
answering to ‘ prince,’ showrs that the two anointed ones 

arc not the same. This difficulty, however, might perhaps 
be got over, if the preponderant evidence pointed to a 

different conclusion. 
Hengstcnberg lays great stress on the general Mes¬ 

sianic character of the opening verse. But this is not 
disputed. The writer undoubtedly looks forward to an 
ideal kingdom as earnestly as any of the prophets. The 
only question in this respect is whether he places a 

Messiah at the head of that kingdom. 
We must now turn to the more general considera¬ 

tions which may be alleged in favour of each view. 
We may notice first those which render it probable 

that the fulfilment of the prophecy is to be sought in 

connection with Antiochus Epiphanes. The ample de¬ 

scription in chapters xi. and xii. seems to me almost deci¬ 
sive of the question. There, as we have seen, there is not 

only no mention of the Messiah, but the great consum¬ 

mation of the world’s history is connected with Antiochus, 

and the last solemn prophecy in the whole book relates 

to the suspension of the daily sacrifice in his time. How 
could the ultimate limit of the author’s view be more 

clearly indicated? Again, how are we to believe that 

the author could dwell at such great length and with 
such reiteration on the brief episode of Antiochus, and 
yet confine himself to the most meagre and obscure 
allusions to the Messiah ? There is something utterly gro- 
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tesqucin the supposition that a man should be miraculously 

commissioned hundreds of years before to predict such 

ample details about an ephemeral tyrant, and to tell 

about the world’s great Redeemer that he should come 

iu a certain year, and that he should be cut olT, that he 

should confirm the covenant for one week, and cause 

sacrifice to cease, and not another word about a life so 
rich in everlasting results. Surely so wonderful a gift 
can never have been so eccentric in its action. 

Once more, there are certain obvious correspondences 
between this passage and the prophecies which confessedly 

relate to Antiochus, and these make it probable that we 
are to seek the solution in the same events. In verse 27 

we are told that sacrifice should cease in the middle of 

the seventieth week. Three years and a half, therefore, 
are left before the bringing in of everlasting righteousness. 

Now this is the period elsewhere assigned to the suspen¬ 
sion of the sacrifices under Antiochus.1 This is certainly 

a singular coincidence, if different events are really 

referred to. Certain characteristic expressions also are 
here used, edcd ^53 Vyi (‘ over the summit of 

abominations [comes] a desolator,’ or, if we are guided 

by the corresponding phrases, and admit a slight change 

of reading, ‘ over the summit of abominations of the de¬ 
solator ’) reminds us of opb y/sn (‘ the transgression of 

the desolator’) in viii. 13, fWD (‘the abomination 

of the desolator’) in xi. 31, and VW (‘ the abomi¬ 
nation of the desolator’) iu xii. 11. These resemblances 

might no doubt point to a parallelism between the Syrian 

and the Roman invasions; but taken by themselves they 

would certainly lead us to suppose that the writer was 
referring to the same event throughout. 

O D 

1 vii 2o; viii. 14; xii. 7, 11. In the statements in these pass ives there 

are minor dillerence-; hut as they do not a fleet the general conclusion, we 
need not pause to discuss them. 
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The above reasons, viewed in combination, appear to 
me to possess great force; but we must now see how 
far they are counterbalanced by objections to the view 

which they seem so firmly to support. Hengstcnberg 

advances no fewer than eleven arguments against the 

Maccabean interpretation, of which, while some are of 

slight importance, one or two possess considerable weight. 

These we must now survey in their order. 
1. He says, ‘We cannot see how the supposed 

Pseudo-Daniel could possibly regard the prophecies of 
Jeremiah as unfulfilled, and so be induced to make them 

the subject of a parody These prophecies contain no 

Messianic elements whatever.’1 It is quite possible, 

however, that the writer may have believed that the 
prophecy had been literally fulfilled, and yet have sup¬ 
posed that it contained a deeper sense in which it had not 

yet found its accomplishment.2 Jeremiah certainly con¬ 

nects the return from the Captivity with the most glowing 

anticipations of the Messianic time in chapters xxx. and 
xxxi.; and it would not have been at all inconsistent 

with ancient modes of interpretation to conclude that, 

while the seventy years literally ended with the return 
from Babylon, they must be mystically extended to 

embrace the happier period. It seems evident also that 

there must have been some connection in the writer’s 

mind between the seventy years of verse 2 and the 

seventy weeks of 24, and that the recurrence of the 

seventy is not a mere coincidence. Indeed there is no ap¬ 

parent reason for his mentioning the prophecy of Jeremiah 
at all except as a ground on -which to erect his own 
These remarks may serve at the same time as a reply to 

the next argument. 

i I>. 251. 
3 This supposition sufficiently meets Dr. PuseyV appeal to Ezra i. 1 as 

evidence tliat the Jews regarded the prophecy as fulfilled. I’p. lDJ-o. 
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2. ‘A mystic interpretation like this, “for seventy 

years write quickly 490,” is so evidently a mere caprice, 
that no author could have adopted it, unless he intended 

to make fun of Jeremiah.’ According to this criticism 

a good many Jewish interpreters must have wished to 

make fun of their Scriptures. But perhaps Henstenberg 
is only making fun of himself. 

3. The initial point of the seventy weeks ought to be 

the same as that of Jeremiah’s seventy years, and this is 

conceded by many anti-Messianic expositors; but then 
the difficulty arises that no divine command to rebuild 

Jerusalem was given at that time. If appeal is made, as 

it is by Ililgenfeld,1 to Jeremiah xxv., where the pro¬ 

phecy is assigned to the fourth year of Jehoiakim, 606 

b.c., the rejoinder is made that the prophet in that passage 

says nothing about the rebuilding of the city. To escape 

this difficulty Ilitzig appeals to Jeremiah xxx. and xxxi., 

where the rebuilding of the city is expressly mentioned;2 
but he thus lays himself open to the objection that lie 

adopts a different initial point for the seventy weeks, 

namely 588 B.c. I believe the solution of the difficulty 

is to be found in identifying the ‘ commandment,’ or 

rather ‘ word,’ of verse 25 with the ‘ word of the Lord ’ 

in verse 2; for limiting the desolations of Jerusalem to 

a period of seventy years is tantamount to a promise 

to restore it when that period has elapsed. When Dr. 
Puscy ridicules the idea of thus calling the ‘ prophecy df 

that temporary desolation a word or promise to restore 
and rebuild it,’3 he forgets that this is the very view 

presented by Ezra i. 1-2, where the decree of Cyrus to 
build the house of the Lord is represented as the fulfil¬ 

ment of ‘ the word of the Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah.’ 

That the prediction about the seventy years is the one 

1 Jiid. Apok. S. an. 3 xxx. IS; xxxi. 4, 3S. 3 1*. 11)5. 
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here referred to is evident from the parallel passage in 

2 Chronicles xxxvi. 21-23, where it is expressly men¬ 

tioned. It is clear, therefore, that the words of Jeremiah 

were understood not so much as a prophecy that Jeru¬ 

salem should lie waste as in the sense of a promise that it 

should be .restored after a certain time. 

4. ‘The fact that, in ver. 24, there is an evident 

antithesis to ver. 2, where it is said that seventy years are 

to be accomplished upon the ruins of Jerusalem, militates 

against the assumption, that the destruction, is taken as 

the point of commencement. How can the years, which 

are to be accomplished upon the ruins, be included in 

those which are to be accomplished upon the city?’ 

The antithesis between the two verses is not evident 

except to those who agree with Hengstenberg; to those 

who take the other view it is the parallelism that is 

evident. That the ‘ desolations ’ ahd ‘ the city ’ are not 

antithetic is sufficiently proved by verse 18, ‘ open thine 

eyes, and behold our desolations, and the city which is 

called by thy name.’ 
5. ‘ i?!, without the article, cannot properly be 

referred to the definite announcement made by Jeremiah.’ 

In a passage where the article is so often omitted, when, 

if Hengstenberg be correct, we should expect it, this 

difficulty can have but little weight. The indefiniteness 

is peculiarly appropriate here, if, as I have suggested, the 

‘ word ’ in question was rather implied than distinctly 

announced by Jeremiah. Dr. Pusey strangely says, ‘ a 
decree to restore and build Jerusalem is, according to 
these theories, not to be any decree or commandment of 
God, but a prophetic promise.’1 But surely' a prophetic 

promise is at least as divine as the decree of an eastern 
despot; and what God has promised, he may very well 

1 P. 194. 
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be said to have decreed. When Dr. Tusey says there is 
* no more ground to select a prophecy of Jeremiah . . . 

than one of Micah or Isaiah,’1 he seems quite to forget 
that the chapter opens with a reference to the ninpsn 

that came to Jeremiah. 

6. The two periods ought to terminate with the same 
event; but ‘of the blessings, which are spoken of in 
ver. 24, . . . not one is mentioned by Jeremiah.’ On 

the contrary, the most essential blessings are fully men¬ 

tioned by Jeremiah, not indeed in immediate verbal con¬ 
nection with the seventy years, but in connection with 

the return from the Captivity: ‘ I will forgive their iniquity, 
and I will remember their sin no more.’2 

7. We come now to the most serious objection. If 

we count the seventy weeks from the earliest admissible 

date, GOG b.c., they carry us about half a century too far. 
Hitzig endeavours to escape this difficulty by regarding 

the seven weeks as included within the sixty-two, and 

reckoning them from 5S8 to 539 B.c. It is not a serious 

objection to this that Cyrus did not restore the Jews till 

the year 53G ; for the author may not have thought it 

necessary to introduce fractions into his longer periods, 

although he does so in the last week, where the division 
was of more importance. The inclusion of the seven 
weeks is recommended by the fact that the sixty-two 

weeks, reckoned from GOG b.c., exactly suit the chronology. 
But this suitability is qualified by the following con¬ 
sideration. According to Hitzig’s puncttiation the city is 

to be rebuilt during the sixty-two weeks; and therefore 
we should expect them to begin with the return from the 
Captivity. And again, it is a very arbitrary and artificial 
way of dealing with the seventy weeks to treat them as 

not continuous. No one could possibly imagine such an 
1 P. 105. 2 xxxi. 34. Sec the whole chapter. 

143 



CE. VII. WITHOUT A MESSIAH. 255 

interpretation from a simple stud)’ of the passage itself; 

and it is difficult to suppose that the writer can have 
intended that of which he gives not the slightest hint. 

The same objection applies to the variation of Hilgcnfeld, 

who reckons the seven weeks and the sixty-two weeks 

from the same initial point, 606 B.c., ending the seven 

weeks with the victory of Cyrus over Astyages the Median 

in 558 b.c.1 

Ewald escapes from these difficulties, but in a manner 

which seems no less arbitrary. He supposes that the 

author, having arrived at the idea of seventy weeks, acts 

on the belief that the week was the divine measure of 

time, and that every week must have its sabbath of divine 
peace and favour. From the midst of the seventy weeks, 

therefore, must be withdrawn seventy years representing 

the sabbaths, leaving the remainder as the time of afflic¬ 

tion. Having thus curtailed the period given by the 

writer himself, Ewald starts with the year 58S B.c. 

Seven weeks, or forty-nine years (for here the sabbaths 
are not omitted), bring us to 539. The sixty-two weeks, 

or 434 years, extend to 105 B C. Subtract seventy 
years, and we are carried back to 175. The remaining 

week ends witli 168 B.c; and the half-week, which 

Ewald regards as a lucky hit on the part of the author, 

represents a short transition period before the Messianic 

time comes in. Of this curious shortening of the time 

there is not a hint in the text; but this is no difficulty to 

Ewald : if there is not, there ought to be; it is evident 

that the passage must originally have had some closing 

words, and these no doubt made everything clear.2 All 

this is to imagine rather than to interpret. 
Delitzseh, following Hofmann and Wieseler, thinks 

the seven weeks are to be placed at the end, not at the 
1 Jiiil. A pole. S. 30. 2 l'roph. <1. A. B. iii. S. 423 sq. 
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beginning of the seventy, and that they consequently 

come after the time of Epiphanes, and indicate the in¬ 

terval between him and Christ. But this not only seems 

quite opposed to the plain meaning of the text, but 

introduces the insuperable difficulty that the seven weeks 
must equal at least 160 years.1 

Cau we, then, suppose that the author made a serious 

chronological mistake? This supposition is not easily 
admitted, for, as Ewald points out,2 the succession of (he 

high-priests, and the observance of the festivals, and of 

the sabbatical years, must have caused the preservation 
of a correct chronology. It seems evident, however, that 

the author did not choose the period of seventy weeks 

purely on chronological grounds ; and it is quite possible 

that amid the excitement of national disaster he had 
neither the wish nor the opportunity to estimate with 
precision the lapse of time. I)r. Puscy appears to treat 
the supposition of error as something impious. In eking 
out his own theory it no doubt would bo so. But if the 
work be of Maccabean origin, and if its inspiration 

concern itself with great principles, and not with the dry 

details of history, we may reasonably expect a certain 

amount of error and difficulty, such as we find in other 

apocalyptic books. To conclude that the Book of Enoch 
was written by Enoch because, on the supposition of its 
late date, it presents difficulties in the solution of which 
critics are by no means agreed, would be obviously 
absurd; yet Tertullian, had he known what variety of 
opinion critics would express, might, like Dr. Pusey, have 

indulged in some cheap merriment at their expense. On 

the other hand, a single error, however minute, is iucom- 

1 Ilerzog, Daniel, S. 283 sq. Ollier attempted explanations may be seen 

in Dr. Pusey s work, p. 11)5 sq. 

2 Pro/jA. d. A. B. iii. p. 420. 
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patible with the theory of miraculous prediction; and 
this must not be forgotten in estimating the force of 

objections urged from the opposite sides. 
We, have then, in the chronology the one serious 

objection to the Maccabean interpretation. The question 
whether this objection is to be considered fatal, or to be 

treated merely as a difficulty the solution of which is uncer¬ 

tain, depends upon another question yet to be examined, 

whether any better interpretation is open to our choice. 

We may notice in this connection an objection 

insisted upon by Hcngstenberg in regard to the sixty-two 

weeks.1 He correctly maintains that the only legitimate 

translation, if these weeks be connected with the building 
of the city, is, ‘ during sixty-two weeks ; ’ and he asks 
‘ how could the restoration of the streets, which was 
accomplished, according to the testimony of history, in a 

much shorter time, ... be described as occupying the 

whole period of 434 years ? ’ In reply to this we may 

observe, in the first place, that Hengstcnberg himself 

makes the rebuilding occupy exactly forty-nine years,2 

for which there is no - historical warrant whatever. 
Jerusalem must have been made a habitable city in a 

much shorter time. The building of a town, however, 
is a continuous process, which we cannot say has been 

finished at any particular moment. The restoration of 
Jerusalem might very well be spoken of as continuing, 

though ‘ in troublous times,’ throughout the whole period 

from the Captivity to the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, 

who again overwhelmed it in ruin. 
S. ‘If the prophecy relates to-the Maccabean era, how 

is it that it contains no allusion whatever to an event 

1 P. 138 sq. 
2 Dr. Pusey, with his different initial point, manages to extract the same 

timo. Pp. 174-5. 

S 
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which is mentioned in all the other prophecies of Daniel 

connected with this period, the restoration of the state 

and temple? ’ It would be well if Iiengstenberg had 
pointed out the passages on which he relied for this 

statement. In the prophecy in xi. and xii. I cannot find 
any express assertion that the temple will be restored. 

The vision of the ram and the goat also, in viii., ends 
with the abolition of the daily sacrifice, though Daniel 
then hears one saint telling another that after a certain 

time the sanctuary should be cleansed. On the other 

hand, in the present passage verse 24 surely implies that 

all the calamities of the people and the holy city will be 

over at the end of seventy weeks, and it was not neces¬ 
sary to repeat this at the conclusion of the prophecy. 

9. Iiengstenberg points out some difficulties in the 
way of applying the words, ‘ an anointed one shall be cut 

olT,’ to either Alexander or Selcucus Philopator; but he 

says nothing about their application to Onias. 

10. He appeals to the unanimous testimony of Jewish 

tradition. But the Jews must, at a very early period, 

have been forced to adopt a non-Maccabean interpreta¬ 

tion ; for they saw that the everlasting righteousness had 

not come ; and they were not prepared to admit that the 
writer was mistaken. This remark might apply even to 

the time when the first Book of Maccabees was written, 
though the alleged references of that book to the 
other prophecies of Daniel, while this is not alluded to, 
might be sufficiently explained by the greater clearness 

and fulness with which they dwell on the disasters of the 

time.1 

1 Mr. Fuller, however, understands 1 Mac. i. 54, as referring to this 

passage, and says, 1 the LXX. by its [sic] curious reading of v. 2G—fiera eVrd 

tea] €,3fto(j.i)Kmrra icai i^Kovra Suo, “after 130 years” (130 Seleucid asra or 

B.c. 174)—refer [$?>•] the passage to the same period : ’ F.\cur>us on the 
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11. The ‘ nou-Mcssianic interpretation will continue 
false, so long as the word of Christ is true,—that is, to all 
eternity.’ This statement is made on the ground that 

Matthew xxiv. 15 and Mark xiii. 14 contain an allusion 

to this prophecy, and ‘ it is quoted by the Lord as an 
actual prophecy which had still to be fulGlled, so far as 

the destruction of the city and temple was concerned.’ I 
must not shrink from noticing this objection, though I can¬ 

not but regret that that great and holy name is dragged 

into a mere critical discussion. If this appeal to authority 

is to prohibit the exercise of our own judgments, why has 

Hengstcnberg wearied himself and his readers with such 

a dreary quantity of superfluous matter? The fact is 

that, when it suits him, ‘ he does not trouble himself about 
the authority of the Lord ’ any more than Hitzig, whom 
he treats with such contempt. On philological grounds 

he renders o»b’*? ‘ destroyer,’ although Christ renders it 

rrjs iprjficoo-ws., * desolation,’ and he does not think it 
incumbent on him to maintain that D'VW is in the singu¬ 

lar number because in the New Testament it is translated 

to jSSe\uyju.a. To the argument, however, there are even 
for Christians three answers. First, it is possible to 
acknowledge and revere the spiritual authority of Christ 

without supposing that it was any part of his office to 

pronounce ex-cathedra judgments upon questions of 

Seventy AVeeks, Speakers Com. vi. p. 3G0. Accordiug to this the oldest 

Jewish interpretation supported tbe modern view. The reading referred to, 

however, is not what is generally found in editions of the LXX. Thu^e of 

AVecheliu3 (Frankfort, 1507), of Grahe (1707-1750), of Reincceius 

(Leipzig, 1730), of Holmes (fourth vol. Oxford, 1857), and of Tiscliondorf 

(Leipzig, 1850) all read /xerd rdr raj c^kow-«5Jo, and none of them 
mentions the other reading. That the text of the ordinary printed LXX. 

agrees here with the Oodex Vaticanus is confirmed by the recent fac-simile 

edition of that MS. by Yercelloue and Cozza (Rome, 1868-72). I have 
found the 1 curious reading ’ only in a work entitled Daniel secundum Siptua- 
ginta ex tetraplis Origenis nuncprimum editns e singulari Chisiuno codice 

annoruni supra ioccc. Ronite, cio io cclxxii. 



260 CONCEPTION OF THE IDEAL KINGDOM BU\ II. 

interpretation and criticism. Secondly, Christ does not 
really express any opinion about the original meaning of 

the prophecy. He applies it no doubt to the destruction 

which was still future ; but it is quite conceivable that he 

may have regarded the passage as descriptive of the time 
of Epiphanes, and yet have gathered from it the wider 
conviction that the ‘ abomination of desolation ’ in the 

holy place was the sure sign of national ruin. And lastly, 

the passage in which the reference to Daniel occurs is one 

of those in which we can least be certain that his words 
have been correctly reported. 

The general conclusion, then, at which we arrive is 

that the Maccabean interpretation is supported by argu¬ 

ments of great strength, but is opposed by a serious 

chronological difficulty. We must now turn to the 

other interpretation, and see what can be urged for and 
against it. 

Let us look first at the more general considerations 
which arise from the position of the passage in the book. 

These arc all opposed to the Messianic exposition. In 

addition to those already noticed we may observe the 

following. The chronology which is given would be 

utterly valueless to Daniel; for the seventy weeks would 
be reckoned from an undetermined point in tin/ future. 

This hardly corresponds with the profession of Gabriel, 
that he came to give Daniel ‘ skill and understanding.’ 
Again, the prayer to which this revelation is an answer 

is opposed to Hengstenberg’s idea that the writer fully 
accepted the literal and complete fulfilment of Jeremiah’s 

prophecy. Had he done so, and been the real Daniel, 
he would have believed that the ‘ desolations of Jerusalem ’ 

had nearly reached their allotted term. But of this there 
is not a sign in the prayer :—‘ Let thine anger and thy 

fury be turned away from thy city Jerusalem, thy holy 
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mountain;’ ‘0 my God, incline thine ear and hear; 
open thine eyes, and behold our desolations, and the 

city which is called by thy name. . . 0 Lord, forgive; 
0 Lord, hearken and do ; defer not, for thine own sake, 
0 my God.’ These arc not the words of one who is 
calmly trusting in the speedy fulfilment of a divine promise; 

but they exactly suit the state of mind of one who felt that 
the prophecy in its plain sense did not harmonise with 

the facts, and who longed to extract from it. some gleam 
of present hope. And yet again, the revelation made by 

Gabriel is obviously intended as an answer to the prayer 

for the speedy restoration of Jerusalem; but on the 
Messianic interpretation it leaves undetermined the one 
thine; that Daniel wanted to know, and deals instead with 

things that he had not referred to. It consoles him by 

telling him that the city will be irretrievably ruined, and 

the sacrifices abolished for ever; and the bald allusions 

to the Messiah arc not calculated to impart either comfort 

or hope. Thus the evidence in favour of the Messianic 

view must be found wholly within the passage itself, 
and in the precision with which its various parts accom¬ 

modate themselves to historical facts. 
There are only two points in which the Messianic in¬ 

terpretation seems at first sight to possess a decided 

advantage, and one of these vanishes on a closer ex¬ 

amination. The first is the accuracy with which the 

sixty-nine weeks fit themselves into the. real chronology, 

if at least Hengsteuberg be right in his elaborate caleula 
tions, and if we are content to ignore the decree of Cyrus. 
These particulars we need not criticise, but leave him in the 
full enjoyment of his one telling argument. The second 
point is that, according to this prophecy, the city and 

temple arc to be ‘ irremediably destroyed,’ whereas in the 
time of Epiphanes they were ‘ merely subjected to a severe 
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visitation.’1 Now there is no statement whatever that 
the destruction of the city is final, and Hengstenberg’s 

conclusion is merely an inference from the usage of 

certain words. On the other hand, verse 24, especially 

when taken in connection with the preceding prayer, 
seems to imply in no doubtful way that the people and 

the city were, on the expiration of seventy weeks, to 
enter into the enjoyment of everlasting righteousness ; 
and if we have been right in our explanation of ‘ a holy 
of holies,’ the rcconsccration of the temple is expressly 
referred to. We cannot escape from this plain inference 
by appealing to poetic phrases, especially as Hengstenberg 

himself docs not deny the applicability of these phrases 

to the Babylonian destruction, which was certainly not 
* irremediable.’ But it may be worth our while to turn 

to 1st Maccabees to see whether the proceedings of 

Antiocluis were of such an innocuous character that the 
language of Daniel could not be properly applied to them. 

We are there told that1 when they [the people of Jerusa¬ 
lem] had given him credence, he fell suddenly upon the 

city, and smote it very sore, and destroyed much people 

of Israel. And when he had taken the spoils of the city, 
he set it on fire, and pulled down the houses and walls 

thereof on every side. But the women and children 
took they captive, and possessed the cattle.’2 The 

‘sanctuary was laid waste like a wilderness.’3 This 
disaster was regarded as a judgment. The dying 
Mattathias said to his sons, ‘Now hath pride and rebuke 
gotten strength, and the time of destruction, and the 

wrath of indignation,’ and he therefore exhorts them to 
be ‘zealous for the law;’4 and Judas turned ‘ away 
wrath from Israel’ by ‘destroying the ungodly.’5 

3 i. ."0-32. 3 rjfjrjfioiOTj £>t (/it)fins, i. 29. See also ii. 12. 

4 iii. 8. 

1 r. 20a. 
4 ii. 40. 
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Meanwhile * Jerusalem lay void as a wilderness,1 . . . 

the sanctuary also was trodden down.’2 The people 
looked upon this as a terrible affliction. On their return 
to the ruined city, ‘when they saw the sanctuary desolate,3 

and the altar profaned, and the gates burnt up, and shrubs 

growing in the courts as in a forest or on one of the 
mountains, yea, and the priests’ chambers pulled down ; 
they rent their clothes, and made great lamentation, and 
cast ashes upon their heads.’4 As the altar had been 

defiled, they thought it best to pull it down, and build a 

new one,5 and ‘ new holy vessels ’ had to be made.6 The 
rebuilding of the fortifications is also expressly mentioned.7 

It is clear, therefore, that the Syrian treatment of Jeru¬ 
salem was not a mere temporary occupation, which could 

not be justly compared with the Babylonian and Roman 
destructions. It aimed at the utter ruin of the Jewish 

polity ;8 the fortifications of the city were levelled with 

the ground, the houses were burned or pulled down ; 
and if the shell of the sanctuary was left standing amid 
its desolations, it was only that it might be ‘ trodden 

down ’ with unholy feet, and ‘ profaned ’ with the heathen 
‘ abomination of desolation.’9 There is nothing, then, in 
the language of Daniel which is too strong to describe 

1 3 iii. 45. See also 51. 

3 ’HpfifiwficvoH. 4 iv, 38, 31*. 

s iv. 44-7. 0 iv. 49. 

7 iv. GO; vL7. 8 i. 41-53. 
0 i. 54; see also vi. 7. Yet all this becomes with Dr. Pusey,—1 shall fire 

some houses in the city, yet leaving it, as a whole, unhurt and inhabited as 

before [for which he refers to i. 38 and 55], and displacing not one stone or 
ornament of the temple, nay nor touching it; for the idol-altar was built on 

the brazen altar outside * (p. 228). On this I forbear to remark. beyond 

stating that the account of i. 38 is that ‘ the inhabitants of Jerusalem fled on 

account of them, and it became a habitation of foreigners.’ But before this 

we are informed that the enemy, after their destruction of the houses, (built 

the city of David with a great wall/ and placed there a sinful nation, ap¬ 

parently to act as a garrison : i. 33, 34. That is, part of the city was spared 

for military purposes. 
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this invasion, which in its purposes was the most formid¬ 
able that the Jews ever experienced, and in its actual 

results was fraught with calamities, which ‘ poured down* 
upon the desolate sanctuary, and had come upon the 

city with the sudden violence of a c flood/ 1 Hengsten- 
berg’s argument therefore falls to the ground. 

We must now ask how far the Messianic interpretation 
really answers to the statements in the text. The follow¬ 

ing considerations seem to me completely fatal to it. In 
order to estimate them at their full value we must 

remember that, by the hypothesis, this is a miraculous 

prophecy, and therefore, if its claims are to be sustained, 
it must be perfectly accurate in every part. You cannot 
defend your prophet by pleading errors which might be 
venial in an historian. 

1. The Messianic kingdom did not begin, as stated in 
verse 24, nor was Christ anointed at the end of seventy 

weeks, but at the end of sixty-nine. It is no answer to 
say, with Hengstenberg,2 that the prophecy was not 

fullilled till 1 the people of the covenant ’ personally 
appropriated the prolfered reconciliation, and that Christ’s 

anointing must be extended to the opening period of the 

Christian Church. This sort of answer would be equally 

good if the seventy had been seven hundred or seven thou¬ 
sand. What was there exactly seven years after Christ’s 
baptism that we should say he had not been really 
anointed till then ? Is it an orthodox dogma that Christ 
was anointed three years and a half after the ascension ? 

2. There is nothing in the text to account for the 
division of the sixty-nine weeks into seven and sixty-two. 

It is very easy to assume that the seven weeks are meant 

1 I am content to leave Ilengateuber'r the benefit of the doubt as to the 
reference of1 the flood.’ 

2 P. 127. 
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for the building of the city ; but there is not a word to 
that effect, and there is no historical reason for assigning 
to it exactly that time. 

3. Christ was not cut of! till some time had elapsed 

after the expiration of the sixty-two weeks, but it is cer¬ 
tainly implied in the text that ‘ an anointed ’ was to be 

cut off at the close of that period. Thus verse 26 makes 

his death contemporaneous with his appearance, and 27 

makes it three years and a half later. Dr. Pusey, oblivious 
of the difficulty which he thus creates, says, ‘ Once, in the 

future, at the end of the seventy weeks, there should be 
an atoning for all iniquity.’1 Yet according to his own 

interpretation, the atoning took place, not at the end of 
seventy weeks, but in the middle of the seventieth. 

4. The destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans did 

not take place at the end of the sixty-two weeks, or 

indeed till a considerable time after the close of the 
seventy. To say that ‘ when Christ was put to death 

Jerusalem ceased to be the holy city,’ 2 is no answer ; for 
that is not what the prophecy is supposed to affirm, but 

that the army of Titus will come and destroy the city; 

and this event was not coincident with Christ’s death, and 
still less with his baptism. This interpretation, therefore, 
makes Daniel a false prophet. 

5. Christ did not cause the sacrifices to cease at the 
time of his death. Here it may be said with some 

plausibility, that the sacrificial rites ceased ‘ so far as 

everything essential was concerned.’3 But the prophecy 
has all the appearance of relating to the objective fact; 
and we cannot suppose that a prophet who knew the 
exact time of Christ’s death would indicate it only by 
connecting it, to the great confusion of his readers, with 

an event which took place long afterwards. The sacrifices 

1 P. 179. 2 Hengst. p. 1G0. 3 Ibid. 
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were stopped by the soldiers of Titus; and if we are to 

judge from the rest of the book, this kind of hostile 
stoppage is the only one which Daniel could have antici¬ 
pated. 

G. Hcngstenberg can assign no meaning whatever to 

the second half of the last week. He tries to account 
in a sort of way for sixty-nine and a half weeks; but the 

prophecy speaks of seventy, and as no intelligible reason 

can be given for fixing on the middle of the fourth year 
after Christ’s death as the moment when everlasting 

righteousness should be brought in, the interpretation 

breaks down hopelessly in a most essential point. Hcng- 
stenberg’s lame suggestion is that ‘ the terminal point of 

the confirmation of the covenant is, more or less, a vanish¬ 
ing one, and therefore does not admit of being chronolo¬ 

gically determined, with any minute precision.’1 Bui 
unfortunately the prophet docs determine it with minute 

precision, and fixes on a point of time distinguished by 

no historical event. Dr. Puscy thinks ‘ the remaining 

years probably mark the time during which the 
Gospel was preached to the Jews, before the preaching 
to the Samaritans showed that the special privileges 

of the Jews were at an end, and that the Gospel 

embraced the world. We have not,’ he adds, ‘ the 
chronological data to fix it.’2 Those who think that the 

grand climax of Daniel’s prophecies was * the preaching 
to the Samaritans ’ are probably beyond the reach of 
argument. 

7. It is, as we have already observed, clearly implied 

in verse 24 that the people of Daniel and the holy city, 
and, for anything that appears, they alone arc to enjoy 

the blessings which are promised after the lapse of seventy 

weeks. 

1 r. 240. 2 P. 170. 
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These objections, which singly arc very weighty, 
appear to me, when taken in combination, to be perfectly 

conclusive. The Maccabean interpretation, therefore, is 

left without a rival; and accordingly we are justified in 

accepting it, even though we cannot satisfactorily dispose 

of the chronological difficulty. 
Our general conclusion, then, is that the Book of 

Daniel, though it portrays an ideal kingdom, fails to place 

its sovereignty in the hands of a Messiah. 

In the Book of Wisdom there is one passage to which 

a Messianic interpretation has been given. It is that in 

which the treatment of the righteous man by the wicked 
is described.1 Bad and unbelieving men arc represented 

as expressing their hatred of one who is just, because he 

reproves their evil ways; and this just person has been 

supposed to be the Messiah. The closing verses2 arc the 

most significant:—‘ He pronounceth the end of the just 

to be blessed, and maketh his boast that God is his Father. 
Let us see if his words be true: and let us prove what 

shall happen in the end of him. For if the just man be 

the son of God, he will help him, and deliver him from 
the hand of his enemies. Let. us examine him with dc- 

spitefulness and torture, that we may know his meekness 

and prove his patience. Let us condemn him with a 

shameful death.’ It is not surprising that these words 

were applied to Christ; but it is quite evident that in the 

original connection the righteous man is simply the repre¬ 
sentative of a class, and that no particular individual is 
alluded to. The absence of the Messiah from this book 
might seem to be less significant than in the case of Daniel, 
because the future glory of the righteous appeal's in a 
much less definite shape. Nevertheless that glory is so 

‘ ii. 10-20. 3 10-20. 
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distinctly alluded to that a writer who held the Messianic 

hope could hardly have failed to utter it. He insists on 

the immortality of the righteous, and predicts that ‘ they 

shall judge the nations, and have dominion over the people, 

and their Lord shall reign for ever,’1 and that they shall 

‘receive a glorious kingdom, and a beautiful crown from 

the Lord’s hand.’2 Nothing woidd have been more 

natural than to blend with these anticipations some allu¬ 
sion to the coming of the Messiah and the establishment 

of his rule; and we must therefore suppose either that 

the author did not entertain the Messianic hope, or that it 

occupied such a subordinate place in his mind that he did 
not think it worth mentioning. 

In the. first Book of Maccabees we similarly fail to 

discover the Messiah. Appeal has been made to ii. 57, 

where Mattathias, in reminding his sons of ancient exam¬ 

ples of virtue, says, ‘ David in his mercy inherited the 

throne of a kingdom for ever;’ but the most that we 
could infer from this is that Mattathias expected the royal 

line of David to be restored, and to rule without further 
interruption, and he might not unsuitably have referred 

to the Messiah as the great restorer, had he believed in 

him. Two other passages also are cited, in which refer¬ 

ence is made to the future coming of a prophet. In the 
first3 it is said that the people put away the stones of the 

old altar, which they had pulled down on account of its 
defilement, ‘ until a prophet should come to give answer 
concerning them.’ In the second4 we are told that ‘ the 
Jews and the priests were well pleased that Simon should 

be governor and liigli-pricst for ever until a faithful pro¬ 

phet should arise.’ In both instances the word ‘prophet’ 

is without the article, and the passages express nothing 

1 iii. S. 

3 iv. 4G. 
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more than the hope that the gift of prophecy, which had 

passed away, might be at some time restored. 
Equally silent about the Messiah is the second Book 

of Maccabees, though the author expresses his earnest 

hope that the scattered Israelites will soon be brought 

together, through the divine pity, into the sacred place.1 

We shall see farther on that the Messianic idea was not 
altogether unknown to the Maccabcan period; but it is 

certainly remarkable that it should appear only in a 

couple of dreamy or poetic books, the Book of Enoch 
and the Sibylline Oracles, while it is conspicuously absent 

not only from historical and didactic works, but from the 

great prophetical utterance of the age. We must con¬ 
clude that it was just beginning to shape itself dimly in 

enthusiastic minds, and had not yet been accepted as a 

popular faith. The speedy triumph of the Maccabees 

satisfied for a time the aspirations of the people; and a 
longer period of suffering and disappointment was needed 

to developc the hope of a Messiah into a passion among 

the masses of the nation, and into a doctrine in the 

schools of the learned. 
The Assumption of Moses is another book where we 

look in vain for the belief in a Messiah ; for Ililgcnfeld’s 

notion that he is to be found in Taxo2 is too whimsical 

to require serious notice.3 We cannot, of course, tell 

what the author may have said in the portion of the work 

which has not survived ; but in x. 2G-2S he declares that 

God’s kingdom will appear, and that God will come and 
take vengeance on the Gentiles, and exalt Israel to the 
stars, so that he could not have had a more suitable 
place for introducing the Messiah. We may with much 
probability conclude that he was not one of those who 

accepted the Messianic belief. 
i ii. 18. 5 i.\. 24, 25. 3 Mess. Jutl. p. 40r. 
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The Book of Jubilees is equally destitute of all traces 

of the Messiah. It is remarkable that the writer omits 

the blessings which Jacob pronounced upon his sons, 

though these would have opened to him a hue held for 

eschatological excursions. He just touches the tempting 

theme, but makes no disclosure of future events:— 
‘ Israel blessed his -sons before he died, and told them 

everything that should happen to them in the land of 
Egypt, and that should come upon them in the last days; 
he told them everything, and blessed them.’1 It is ex¬ 

tremely disappointing that we have not his exposition of 
the prophecy about Judah, and one cannot but suppose 

that there was some purpose in the omission. I can 
hardly help suspecting that he passed over this portion of 

Genesis on account of its accepted Messianic meaning, 

which he did not approve, and yet was not willing openly 

to contradict, and on account of its curse on Levi; for 

he invents blessings of his own for Levi and Judah, and, 

to avoid the obvious inconsistency with Genesis, puts 

them into the mouth of Isaac. In these, Levi takes the 

first place. His descendants are to be ‘ lords and princes 

and presidents to the hoty seed of the children of Jacob.’ 

They are to ‘ speak the word of the Lord,’ and to tell his 

ways to Jacob, and are to stand nearest to the Lord. 

Judah also is to take a high position, but one political 

rather than religious. He is to tread down all who hate 
him. He is to be a lord over the sons of Jacob, he and 

one of his sons. His name, and the name of his sons, is 
to overspread the earth, and he is to be the terror of the 

Gentiles. Through him help and deliverance are to come 

to Israel, and, when he sits on the throne of honour, 

his righteousness shall be great.2 This is certainly 

like a deliberate omission of the Messianic doctrine. 
1 Ch. xlv. s Ch. xxxi. 
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There are also several other passages relating to the 

future of Israel iu which the author, had he accepted 

this doctrine, might have been expected to introduce it.1 

Turning to a different class of literature, we must 
notice two passages of Philo’s, in which some have sup¬ 

posed that there is a reference to the Messiah. The first 

is in the De ExsecrcUionibus, § 9. Philo is speaking of 

the sudden reformation of the Israelites scattered among 

their enemies in all parts of the world, and their conse¬ 

quent return to their own land; and he says that they 

will be ‘led by an appearance2 more divine than the 
naturally human, invisible indeed to others, and manifest 

to those only who are being saved.’ Diihnc assumes that 
this superhuman leader is the Messiah; and from the 

analogy between the appearance here described, and the 
pillar of cloud and fire which led the Israelites through 

the wilderness, and which Philo allegorized into the 
Logos, he thinks it not improbable that the Logos is re¬ 

ferred to in the present passage, and that thus the iden¬ 

tification of the Logos with the Messiah was made by 

Philo.3 Gfrorer is much more confident that the Logos is 
intended, but does not admit that he was identified by 

Philo with the Messiah.4 It seems to me that the true 

effect of this passage is to induce a doubt whether Philo 

believed in a Messiah at all. If he entertained such a 

belief, this is certainly an occasion on which we should 

expect to find it clearly expressed. But this vision, 

1 Cb. i. S. 232; cb. six. S. 1G; cb. xxi. S. 10 ; cbs. xxii., xxiii., nnd cli. 

xxxii. S. 42. Among the apocalyptic works the fourth hook of the Sib, 

Oracles also is without a Messiah, notwithstanding its eschatological passages, 

which will be noticed farther on. This is the more remarkable as it belongs 
to the same period as Fourth Ezra and the Apoc. of Baruch. 

2 wOyf/Mos. 

3 Geschichtlichc Darstellung de/' jihlisch-alex a) i drin isc/t c) i Rctiyions-Philo- 
sophie, 1834, i. S. 437-8. 

4 Philo u, d. al, Theos, i. S. 528-530. 
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apparently of human form, but supernatural in its linea¬ 

ments, and invisible to all but the sons of Israel, fulfilling 

moreover the sole function of guide to the Holy Land, 

does not correspond with any accepted type of the 

Messiah. 
The other passage to which appeal is made seems at 

first sight to offer a more certain testimony. It occurs 

in the course of a long eschatological description in the 

De Praemiis et Poenis, § 1G. Referring to the final over¬ 
throw of those who disturb the world’s peace, Philo says, 
‘ For a man shall go forth, says the oracle, leadiug an 
army and waging war, and shall conquer great and popu¬ 

lous nations,1 God having sent upon his saints a fitting 

help. Now this is undaunted courage of soul and the 
mightiest strength of body, of which either is terrible to 

enemies, but, if both be united, they ai-c absolutely irre¬ 

sistible.’ In this conquering warrior Gfrorer2 and 
Schiirer3 find the Messiah. But it should be observed 

that the individual warrior is mentioned only in the quo¬ 
tation from Numbers; and if, with Oeliler,4 we regard 

what follows as an explanation of the oracle, he is imme¬ 

diate!)' allegorized into a mere symbol of courage and 

strength. Throughout the whole passage there is not, in 

Philo’s own words, a single allusion to the Messiah ; and 

I must therefore regard it as the most probable conclu¬ 

sion that, while Philo shared in the ideal hopes of his 
race, he did not expect these hopes to be concentrated 

and fulfilled in any supreme personality. 
Even among the later teachers the belief in the 

Messiah encountered some opposition. It is related that 

when R. Akiba acknowledged the Messiahship of Bar- 

1 This is taken loosely from the LXX.; Num. xxiv. 7. 

2 Philo it. d. ul. Thcos. i. S. 5:30. 
3 Lehrb. d. v. Zeihj. S. 575. 4 Herzofr, Messias, S. 425. 
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Cochba, Rabbi Yoclianan ben Toretha said to him, 4 Grass 
will grow on thy cheeks, and the Son of David will not 

have come/1 At a still later period R. Hillel (that is, 

Hillel II. who lived in the time of Constantine 2) said, 

c There will be no Messiah for Israel, because they have 

enjoyed him already in the days of Hezekiah.’ Rab 
Yoseph, however, refuted this:—4 May God pardon R. 
Hillel. When was Hezekiah P In the first house 

[during the time of the first Temple]; but Zcchariah 

prophesied in the second house,’ allusion being made to 

the prophecy that Israel’s king should come sitting on an 

ass.3 
The above evidence, when fairly construed, seems 

sufficient to prove that the belief in a Messiah was far 
from being universally entertained among the Jews, 

especially before the time of Christ. Nor can we say 

that it was rejected only by some particular party; for 
we have failed to discover it in apocalyptic, haggadistic, 

didactic, historical, and philosophical works, and have 

found it disputed even in the schools of the Rabbis. But 

now we must turn our attention to those books in which 

it receives a more or less complete recognition. 

I#Jer. Ta’anith iv. 8 (5 in the modern editions). 
2 The accuracy of this statement is open to question, but need not be 

here discussed. 

3 Synhcd. 99rt. 

T 
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Messianismus und Mysterienreligion. 
Voa I. Heinemann in Breslau. 

Es wandert eine schone Sage 
Wie Veilcheniluft auf Erden um; 
Wie sehncnd eine Liebesklage, 
Geht sie bei Tag und Nacht herum. 
Das ist das Lied vom Volkerfrieden 
Und von der MenschheU letztem Gluck; 
Von goldner Zeit, die einst hienieden — 
Der Traum als Wahrheit kehrt zuruck; 
Wo ewig alle Volker beten 
Zu einem Konig, Gott und Hirt; 
Von jenem Tag, wo den Propheten 
Ihr gottlich Recht gesprochen wird. 

Mit diesen V\ orten Gottfried Kellers schlieBt Eduard Norden1 

sem Buch „Die Geburt des Kindes", das zur Deutung der Zukunfts- 
hoffnungen eines romischen Dichters die Eschatologie agyptischer 
und gnechischer Mysterien, judischer Prophetien und urchristlicher 
Lehren heranzuziehen sucht. Aber wenn das Dichterwort dafiir 
spucht, daB allenthalben, wo Menschen wohnen, eben aus der ge- 
meinsamen Wurzel des Menschentums die vervvandte Hoffnung auf- 
sprieBt so glaubt Norden in Anknupfung an altere, weit zuriick- 
haltendere Annahmen, daB zwischen diesen Eschatologien unmittel- 
bare ursachliche Beziehungen bestehen, daB insbesondere ein 
agyptisches Mysterium von einem gottlichen Erloserkinde ihnen 
zugrunde liegt und auf den judischen wie den hellenistisch-romischen 
Kulturkreis gewirkt hat. So wird die geschichtliche Beziehung z\vischen 
Vergil und Jesaja, an die das Mittelalter glaubte, in ungeahnter 
Weise wieder erneuert, wenn auch in vollig neuer Form: die Ueber- 
einstimmung beider, die zur Erhebung Vergils unter die Propheten 
fiihrte, beruht nicht darauf, daB beide Christus geweissagt hatten, 
also nicht auf dem gleichen Blicke in die Zukunft, sondern auf der 
Wirkung der gleichen Vergangenheit, des gleichen Zaubers uralter 
Mysterienweisheit. 

Es gehort zu den unvermeidlichen Schwachen kulturvergleichen- 
der Untersuchungen, wie der vorliegenden, daB sie den Forscher 
notigen, liber sein Fachgebiet hinauszugehen und sich auf Forschungs- 
gebiete zu wagen, deren Quellen ihm nicht zuganglich sind. Norden 
ist einer unserer flihrenden klassischen Philologen; und doch bildet 
die Altertumswissenschaft nur e i n e n Pfeiler seines Gebciudes, die 
Hcbraistik den anderen — und die Orientalistik den Bogen, der 
beide iiberspannt und verbindet. Den gleichen Bogen hat inzwischen, 

Nur mit Verfassernamcn werdcn im folgenden angefiihrt: Eduard 
Norden, Die Geburt des Kindes. Studion der Bibliolhek Warbur" III 
Leipzig und Berlin, Teubner, 1924, 171 S. — Wilhelm W e b e r , Der Prophet 
und sein Gott, Beihcfte zum Alten Orie'nt Heft 3, Leipzig, Hinrichs, 1925, 
158 S. — R. K i t t e 1 , Die hellenistische Mysterienreligion und das Alte 
Testament, Beitrage zur Wiss. vom A. T. Neue Folge, Heft 7, Berlin, Stutt¬ 
gart, Leipzig, W. Kohlhammer, 1924, 100 S. — L. Durr, Ursprungund 
Ausbau der israelitisch-judischen ITeilandserwartung, Berlin, Schwctschkc. 
1925, 161 S. 

Monatsschrift, 69, Jahrgang. 22 
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vom hebraistischen Ufer her, Rudolf Kittel zu spannen gesucht. 
Wir versuchen im folgenden, iiber ihre Forschungen kritisch zu 
berichten — unter gleichzeitiger Berucksichtigung der altphilolo- 
gischen und der hebraistischen Grundlegung. Wir beschranken uns 
demgemaB — zugleich dem Interessengebiet dieser Zeitschrift ent- 
sprechend — auf die Grundfrage: finden sich im — biblischen 
und nachbiblischen — Judentum Spuren derselben Er 16- 
sungslehre, die auch auf das klassische Altertum 
gewirkt hat? 

Horen wir zunachst Kittel und Norden, die — im Beweisgang 
und in Einzelergebnissen von einander abweichend — beide zu einer 
be jahenden Antwort gelangen. 

Vergil weissagt in der vierten Ekloge das unmittelbare Bevor- 
stehen einer Zeit des Friedens und Segens in Menschen- und Tier- 
reich im AnschluC an die bevorstehende Geburt eines Knaben. Unter 
diesem Knaben verstand das Mittelalter Jesus, und in der Tat darf 
man nach Norden nicht auf einen Prinzen oder einen Sohn des an- 
geredeten Konsuls Pollio raten: der Knabe, der als „Sohn des Jup- 
piter" angeredet und nach der letzten Zeile des Gedichtes ,,zur 
Tischgemeinschaft mit Gottem, zur Lagergemeinschaft mit einer 
Gottin" berufen ist, muB ein iiberirdisches Wesen sein1. Woher hat 
nun der Dichter diese — ebenso unromische wie ungriechische — 
Vorstellung des Gotterkindes als Friedensbringer ? Norden ant- 
wortet:• aus der agyptischen Eschatologie. Von hier aus hat 
sich die Verehrung des kindlichen GottesHar==Horus verbreitet; die 
befremdlichen Wendungen, daB das Gotterkind „die Taten seines 
gottlichen Vaters lesen" (Norden 134 ff.) und „Leben empfangen" 
werde (Norden 121), entsprechen genau agyptischer Redeweise. 
Nun weist aber Norden mit groBem Scharfsinn darauf hin, daB Vergil 
zwei Zeitpunkte unterscheidet, zwischen welche der Amts- 
antritt des Konsuls Pollio fallt: einen bereits eingetretenen, 
an welchem Apollon = Helios die Herrschaft ubernommen hat (tuns 
iam regnat Apollo), einen zukiinftigen, jedoch unmittelbar bevor- 
stehenden, an welchem das Gotterkind, zugleich aber eine 
„neue Weltordnung geboren werden wird". Auch diese Teilung 
wird aus Aegypten verstandlich. Nach dem Bericht des Kirchen- 
vaters Epiphanios (Norden 24 ff.) feierte man in Alexandrien das 
Geburtsfest des Sonnengottes am 24/5. Dezember durch einen 
mystischen Akt, bei dem die Gemeinde in die Worte ausbrach: 
,,Die Jungfrau hat geboren: zunimmt das Licht". Ein zweites Fest 
wurde, gleichfalls in Alexandrien, in der Nacht vom 5/6. Januar 
begangen; diesmal lautete nach Epiphanios der Ruf: ,,zu dieser 
Stunde gebar heute die Jungfrau den Ai on", d. h. die (neue) Zeit. 
Beide Feste, schlieBt Norden weiter, miissen aus yorchristlicher 
Zeit stammen. Das erste Fest hieB Kikellia: und ein Fest dieses 
Namens — ohne Angaben iiber seinen Ritus — finden wir bereits 
im Jahre 239/8 v. Ch. (Norden 25). Aber — so schlieBt Norden weiter 

1 Auch wenn man Nordens Erkl&rung nicht in voile m Umfang anerkennt 
(vgl. Deubner, Gnomon I 166 ff.), sind natiirlich mythische Zilge in Vcrgils 
Bildc unbestreitbar; und nur darauf kommt es ffir das folgende an. 
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— auch die Verlegung des Chanukkafestes auf den 25. 
Kislew, der etwa dem 25. Dezember entspricht, erklart sich am 
einleuchtendsten durch die Annahme, daB ein Sonnwendfest iiber- 
nommen und umgestaltet worden ist. Und den Mythos von der 
jungfraulichen Mutter, meint Norden, kennt bereits Philon. Ja, 
wir konnen vielleicht in erheblich friihere Zeiten zuriickgchcn. Jenc 
beiden, zeitlich nahen und im Ritual verwandten Feste scheincn 
aus einer einzigen Feier erwachsen zu sein. Nun hat man berechnet, 
daB bei der Neugriindung des agyptischen mittleren Reiches i. J. 
1996 die Wintersonnenwende etwa auf den 6. Januar jul. Kal. fiel 
(Norden 38); im 4. vorchristlichen Jahrhundert fiel es auf den 24/5. 
Dezember. Aus der doppelten Feier der Sonnenwende am richtigen 
und am kirchlich iiberlieferten Tage ware also die Doppelfeier er¬ 
wachsen. 

Diese uralte agvptische Lehre von der Geburt des Sonnengottes 
und einer neuen Zeit um die Wintersonnenwende hat also nach 
Norden dreimal auf das Judentum gewirkt: auf Jesajas Bot- 
schaft vom Knaben Immanuel als Bringer eines ,,neuen Aion", auf 
die Makkabaer bei der Festsetzung des Chanukkafestes und 
auf P h i 1 o n s allegorische Schrifterklarung. 

Diese Forschungen fiihrt Rudolf Iv i 11 e 1 als Alttestamentler 
weiter. Er laBt die Philonstellen beiseite; in der Chanukkafrage 
auBert er sich kurz zustimmend; vor allem faBt er die Jesajastelle 
ins Auge. Zunachst sei die griechische Uebersetzung Jes 7U, 
nach welchcr ,,die Jungfrau" den Immanuel gebaren wird, von dem 
Mysterienglauben an jungfrauliche Mutter beeinfluBt. Aber der 
Ruf des Hierophanten in Eleusis: ,,cinen heiligen Knaben hat die 
Herrin geboren, die Starke einen Starken" (wie ihn Kittel zitiert), 
spricht dafiir, daB schon J e s a j a , der ,,ein junges Weib" zur Mutter 
eines Heldensohnes macht, unter dem EinfluB der Mystik steht. 
Ja, schon vorprophctische Vorstellungen erhalten aus den Mysterien- 
religionen ihre Erldarung: Abrahams bx Gen 2133 bedeutet 
„Gott Ewigkeit" und ist mit jenem Gott Aion identisc'h, dem wir 
bereits ^begegneten. Aber auch die Hoffnung auf Verleihung von 
,,Licht" und ,,Leben" durch Gott und auf ein jenseitiges Weiter- 
leben in Gemeinschaft mit ihm, die wir in manchen Psalmen vor- 
auszusetzen haben (Kittel 92 f.), konnte von der Mysteriensprache 
und -lehre beeinfluBt sein — so wesentlich und bedeutungsvoll 
natiirlich die Unterschiede zwischen ,,diesem vermutungsweise an- 
genommenen jiidischen" und dem hellenischen Mysterienglauben 
offenbar sind (Kittel 95 f.). 

Eine so tiefgehende Beeinflussung des antiken Judentums durch 
die Mysterienreligionen, wie Norden und Kittel sie annehmen, wird 
der jiidische Leser, der den Blick auf die Gcsamterscheinung des 
Judentums gerichtet hiilt, keinesfalls von vornherein fiir unwahr- 
scheinlich halten. So hatten sich beide Forscher wohl auf den Zu- 
satz der LXX zu Dent 2318 (17), der die Teilnahme an Mysterien 
verbictct, zum Beweisc dafiir berufen konnen, daB schon im Altcr- 
tum die Mysterienreligionen eine gewissc Anziehungskraft auf jiidische 
Kreise libten. Und fiir das Mittelalter ist cine Wechselwirkun.tr 
zwischen Mystik und Judentum erwiesen. DaB in der Kabbala und 

22* 
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in ihren Vorlaufern, also insbesondere im Buch Jezira, sehr viel 
hellenistische Mystik steckt, bedarf fiir den, der mit gnostischen und 
neupythagoreischen Vorstelhmgen vertraut ist, wenn auch nocli 
immer der Darlegung im einzelnen, so doch nicht mehr des grund- 
satzlichen Beweises. Aber weit iiber die Kreise der eigentlichen 
Mystiker hinaus hat der Glaube an zauberkraftige Namen1, hat 
Buchstaben-2 und Zahlenmystik und vor allem der Glaube an ge- 
heime astrologische Zusammenhange trotz des Einspruchs groBer 
Rationalisten auf die Philosophic, die Bibelerklarung, ja, die volks- 
tiimliche Redeweise3 des Judentums gewirkt. Unter dem EinfluB 
der hermetischen Schriften steht, wie zwei der besten Kenner der 
Philosophie des jiidischen Mittelalters ervviesen haben4, eine psycho- 
logischc Schrift, die den gefeierten Namen des Bachja ibn Pakuda 
trug; gleiches gilt, wie ich demnachst an anderer Stelle zeigen zu 
konnen hoffe5 6, von einem Abschnitt der echten Hauptschrift dieses 
Denkcrs. Und auch wenn neuere Vermutungen iiber den EinfluB 
agyptischer und iranischer Erlosungsmvsterien auf Philon von 
Alexandrien nicht ausreichend begrlindet scheinen, so wird man 
doch fragen miissen, ob das starke Ueberwiegen des Jenseitsgedankens 
im nachbiblischen Judentum, verglichen mit dem biblischen, ob 
also etwa die Auffassung dieser Welt als Vorhalle zu jener (Abot 
IV 16), nicht mit einer Jenseitsstimmung in Zusammenhang steht, 
die von den Mysterienreligionen her auf Philosophie und Frommigkeit 
des ausgehenden Altertums EinfluB gewann. — Aber wie die Mystik 
der Umwelt auf das Judentum, so hat umgekehrt die Kabbala stark 
auf nichtjudische Kreise gewirkt; es hat also eben die Wechsel- 
wirkung im Mittelalter stattgefunden, die namentlich Kittel fiir das 
Altertum vermutet. 

Allein gerade der Vergleich zwischen diesen und den fiir das 
Altertum behaupteten Beziehungen fiihrt bei naherem Zusehen zu 
starken Bedenken. Fur das Mittelalter sind dieVorstellungen 
als solche sicher bezeugt, z. T. sogar, wie bei den Wirkungen 
der Kabbala auf die Renaissance, die Briicken zwischen der jiidischen 
und der nicht jiidischen Welt. Dagegen findet sich fiir diejenigen 
mystischen Vorstellungen, deren Abhangigkeit vom Heidentum 
Norden und Kittel behaupten, nicht eineinziges vollig 
sicheres Zeugnis. Aionkultus, Sonnenwendfest, Gotterkind 
— von diesen Begriffen ist im Judentum an keiner unzweideutigen 
Stelle die Rede, insbesondere nicht in Verbindung mit der messia- 
nischen Hoffnung, von der doch wahrlich oft genug gesprochen 
wird. Philon z. B., der doch auch als ICronzeuge fiir Nordens An- 

1 Vgl. B. Jacob, Im Namen Gottes, vor allem auch iiber den EinfluB 
der agyptischen Nainensspekulaiion. 

2E)ornseiff, Das Alphabet2 1925 (dazn MGWJ 1923, 279). 
3 Der astrologische Ursprung von 310 wird freilich kaum deutlicher 

empfunden als bei Laune, jovial oder Humor. 
4 D. Kaufmann, Studien liber Gabirol (1899) 54, 1; Goldziher, Abh. 

d. Gott. Ges. d. W. 1907, 9*. 
6 In einer Arbeit iiber die Frage nacli dem Sinn des Lobens in der helle- 

nistischen und jiidischen Philosophic, die voraussichtlich als Beilage zum 
nAchsten Jahresbericht des Judisch-theologischen Seminars in Breslau cr- 
scheinen wird. 
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sicht aufgerufen wird, entwickelt seine Lehre von dcr Heilszeit oline 
jede Anspielung auf dergleichen1. Allgemeiner wird man sagen 
diirfen, daC im Judentum — mag man an die Bildersprache der 
Bibel oder an die Verirrungen astralcn Glaubens denken — die Sonne 
kaum cine groBere Bedeutung gewonnen hat als anderc Himmels- 
korper und keinesfalls in der Weise dominiert, wie in Aegypten seit 
Chuenaten; auch was Philon liber sie sagt, entstammt griechischer 
Lehre, die, mag sie orientalisch beeinfluBt sein, in streng wissen- 
schaftlicher Beobachtung ihre Rechtfertigung suchte2. Angenommen 
also, Norden und Kittel hatten in vollem Umfange Recht, so stiinde 
es mit diesen Keimen, die in das Judentum eingedrungen waren, 
ganz anders als etwa mit der Astrologie: sie hatten sieh nicht ent¬ 
wickelt, sondern derart ,,verkapselt“, wie es die Aerzte wohl nennen, 
daB der Korper irgend welche Spuren ihrer Wirkung nicht ge- 
merkt hat. 

Aber freilich: unmoglich ware das nicht. Wir haben daher in 
die Priifung der einzelnen Aufstellungen einzutreten. 

1. Der Oolt Aion. DaB der israelitische Monotheismus ,,keinen 
Untergott neben Jhv" anerkennen kann, gibt Kittel S. 79 zu. Aber 
nach seiner Ansicht sind El Betel, El schaddai, Chaj roi, El eljon 
und El 'olam lokale Gottheiten der alten Kanaaniter, die ,,mit Jhv 
verschmolzen wurden, der ihre Eigenschaften annahm" (S. 76). 
Danach ware der El 'olam — wenn Kittel recht hatte — nicht als 
israelitische, sondern als vorisraelitische Gottheit anzusehen, von der 
jedoch der Gott Israels die Eigenschaft der Uebcrlegcnheit liber 
zeitliche Schranken ,,angenommen hatte". 

Nun ist leider in keiner Weise zu zeigen, daB el 'olam rnehr 
zu bedeuten braucht als ,,der Gott der Urzeit", der, wie Kittel die 
herkommliche Ansicht ganz richtig ausdriickt, ,,aus grauer Vorzeit 
in die Gegenwart hinein — und aus ihr in die feme Zukunft hiniiber- 
reicht". Das ware der Begriff eines ewigen Gottes, wie er schon 
fur die „Unsterblichen" bei Homer vorausgesetzt werden darf, aber 
noch lange kein ,,Gott der Zeit". Gegen die Wiedergabe mit ,,Gott 
Ewigkeit" bei Kittel (S. 77 unten und 7S) waren sogar schwerste 
grammatische Bedcnken geltend zu machen, wenn sie etwa als Ueber- 
setzung gemeint ware3. Und wenn Damaskios als phonizischen 
Gott die ,,nichtalternde Zeit" nennt, so gehort Mut dazu, aus einer 
Notiz des 6. nachchristlichen Jahrhunderts auf vorprophetische 
Vorstellungen — eines Nachbarvolkes zu schlieBen. Wenn endlich 
Philon von Byblos den El der Phonizier mit ,.Kronos, dem Sohn 
des Uranos und seiner Schwester Ge" gleichsetzt, so beweist dieser 
Svnkretismus nicht einmal, daB er diesen Kronos fiir einen Gott 
Chronos, einen Gott der Zeit, gehalten hat, wohl aber wird, gerade 

1 Vgl. BrShiers Darstellung, Les id6es de Philon 2 ff. 

2 Vgl. Heinemann, Poseidonios’ metaph. Schriflen I 128, 2, wo auf 
weiteres verwiesen ist; dazu Dieterich, Abraxas 54 und uber Poseidonios’ 
Lchro von der Sonne Reinhardt, Poseidonios 132, 205.j 

3 Nach den Analogien ftir Bezeichnung von Gottern und Kdnigcn muBte 
es oder noch besser bKn nbll? heiBen. Flufibezeichnungen wie nna nn: 
stehen auf anderem Blatt. 

167 



342 

durch Kittels Verwertung dieser Nachricht, anschaulich, wieso sich 
die Annahme eines phonizischen Zeitgottes bilden konnte. 

Aber selbst angenommen, die Kanaanaer hatten einen Gott 
Ewigkeit gehabt — kann Kittel im Ernst meinen, die Huldigung 
des 90. Psalms an den Gott, der von Ewigkeit zu Ewigkeit waltet, 
sci nur durch ..Uebernahme" dieser Gottesvorstellung zu erklaren? 
Der Gott Israels ist erhaben uber die Zeit, wie fiber den Raum; 
und so wenig wie seine Allgegenwart, so wenig brauchte man seine 
Ewigkeit aus dem Heidentum zu lernen. Gerade der 90. Psalm 
zeigt, wie aus dem schmcrzlichen BewuBtsein der zeitlichen Be- 
schrankung alles menschlichen Daseins der ehrfurchtsvolle Aufblick 
zu dem aller Schranke entzogenen Gott erwachst. 

2. Das Sonnwendfest Chanukka. Bekanntlich erklaren die 
Makkabaerbficher1, denen Josephus und Megillat Taanit zu- 
stimmen, die Einsetzung des Chanukkafestes auf den 25. Kislew 
rein geschichtlich: an diesem Tage sei der Altar von Antiochos ver- 
unreinigt, an ihm wieder geweiht worden. Wellhausen2 hatte jedoch 
die Ueberlieferung angefochten, weil sie ,,schwankend“ sei — in 
dem Brief II Makk 118 werde die Altarweihe durch Nehemia auf 
dies Datum verlegt — und den Festritus nicht ausreichend erklare; 
da nun II Makk 68 von einem Dionysosfest die Rede ist, zu dessen 
Feier die Juden gezwungen wurden, so meint er, an diesem Tage 
habe ein heidnisches Fest stattgefunden, das man spater judaisiert 
und ,,entgiftet“ habe. Norden S. 26 stimmt ihm im allgemeinen 
zu, wcist aber den in der Tat merkwfirdigen Versuch zurfick, diesen 
Dionysos mit dem Zeus Olympios zu identifizieren, dem der Altar 
geweiht wurde: das ursprfingliche Fest sei einer Sonnengottheit 
gewidmet gewesen und „kann sehr wohl wesensverwandt mit dem 
alexandrinischen" Sonnwendfeste gewesen sein. Kittel S. 20 glaubt 
zwar, daB das Entweihungsdatum verlafilich sei und auf guter Ueber¬ 
lieferung beruhe; aber der Grund ffir die Vomahme der Entweihung 
am Sonnwendtage konne nur sein, daB Antiochos ein altes Sonn¬ 
wendfest habe begehen wollen; fiberdies spreche der Name Chanukka 
ffir Zusammenhang mit Chanoch, der 365 Jahre alt geworden 
(Gen 553), also wohl als Sonnenheros zu betrachten sei. 

In der Tat liegt zum Zweifel an dem Entweihungsdatum — 
mindestens daran, daB an diesem Tage irgend ein besonders ver- 
letzender Akt im Tempel vorging — nicht der geringste AnlaB vor. 
So sehr man bekanntlich geneigt war, auf bestehende Trauertage, 
wie den 17. Tammus oder den 9. Ab, traurige Ereignisse der Geschichte 
zu verlegen3 —offensichtlich aus dem Glauben an den Charakter 
bestimmter Tage heraus4 *, aus dem sich auch die Erzahlungen von 
Fertigstellung des Stiftszeltes6 und der Tempelweihe des Nehemia am 

1 I 4m ff.; II 10s; weiteres bei Schurer GdjV. I 209. 
* Nachr. d. Gott. Ges. d. W. 1905, 131. 
a „Je fttnf traurige Dinge haben sich am 17. Tammus und am 9. Ab 

ereignet“: Mischna Taanit IV 1. 
4 Ueberdie weite Verbreitung dieses Glaubens im Altertum vgl. Hirxel, 

Fhilologus Sppl. XI 402. 
* Pesiqta rabb. VI, 24a, b Friedmann; angefflhrt bei Aptowitzer, Kain 

und Abel 141. 
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25. Kislew erklaren —, so iiberfliissig unci beispiellos ware im Juden- 
tum die Verlegung eines traurigen Ereignisses auf einen 
Freudcntag. Zur ,,Entgiftung“ hatte die Verlegung der Weihe 
auf den 25. Kislew ja geniigt. Will man weiter behaupten, daB 
Antiochos diesen Tag aus besonderem AnlaB gewjihlt habe, daB er 
also einen heidnischcn Feicrtag beging, der im Jahre 168 auf den 
25. Kislew des judischen Mondjahres fiel, so ist dagegen nichts ein- 
zuwenden. Nur beweist ein Schritt des Antiochos Epiphanes, zumal 
einer, den er zum Tort aller iiberlieferungstreuen Juden tat, nichts 
fur den judischen Volksglaubcn. Und die Festhaltung des Tages 
durch die Makkabaer ist ganz gewiB nicht aus Riicksicht auf die 
Gotten des Antiochos erfolgt. 

Aber es besteht natiirlich auch die Moglichkeit, daB es im alten 
Israel ein \Y i n t e r f e s t gab und daB es die Makkabaer mit ihrem 
Einweihungsfest verbanden, ,,wie die Einweihung des salomonischen 
Tempels an das Laubhiittenfest angeschlossen wurde"1. So hat 
einer der besten Kenner der Midraschliteratur — ohne Wellhausens 
Aufsatz heranzuziehen und ohne seinerseits bei Norden und Kittel 
Beachtung zu finden — aus manchen Aggadastellen schlieBen zu 
diirfen geglaubt, daB Chanukka ein sehr altes Wintersaatfest gewesen 
sei2. Uns kann hicr nur die Frage beschaftigen, ob dies Volksfest, 
falls es ein solches gab, einen s o 1 a r e n Charakter trug. In der 
Tat mag es — nicht nur christlichen Gelehrten —naheliegen, nach- 
dem Useners Zuriickfuhrung des Weihnachtsfestes auf die Sonnen- 
wende sich anscheinend durchgesetzt hat, den 25. Kislew cbenso 
zu deuten wic den 25. Dezember. Aber der zweiten Dezember- 
balfte entspricht gar nicht der Kislew, sondern weit ehcr der 
T e b e t; wahrend der letzten 19 Jahre fiel der 25. Kislew fiinfzehn- 
mal vor die Sonnenwende, viermal auf sie oder nach ihr3; kein Wunder, 
daB in mischnischen Quellen die winterliche Wende die W e n d e 
des Tebet heiBt4. Und was den Ritus anlangt, so spricht die 
Anziindung von Lichtern, die zwar erst aus dem ersten nachchrist- 
lichen Jahrhundert bezeugt ist, aber sehr wohl alter sein kann5, 
nicht eindeutig f ii r eine Sonnwendfeier — sie ist auch fur den 
Ritus des Wasserschopfens am Hiittenfeste iiberliefert, der offenbar 
eine Fruchtbarkeitsfeier darstellt6 7 —, dagegen ist die achttagige 
Dauer und auch die Verwendung von Pflanzengewinden, die min- 
destens fur die erste Abhaltung gut bezeugt ist’, bei einern solaren 

* Aptowitzer, Kain und Abel. Wien und Leipzig 1922, 36. 
! Aptowilzer 33 ff., dessen Vermutung mir freilich an dem Festritus 

keine Stiitze zu finden scheint. 
3 Die Daten sind: 1, 18, 8, 26, 16, 5, 24, 13, 2, 20, 19/XII, 29/XI, 17, 

6, 26, IS, 3, 22, 12/XII. 
4 Beldge in den Worterbiichern. 
3 Anders KrauB REJ XXX (1905) 32 ff.; Leszynsky, MGWJ 1911, 404, 

deren Ansicht mir nicht zwingend erwiesen scheint; immerhin ist es nicht 
richtig, wenn Norden und Kittel so verfahren, als ob der friihe Ursprung des 
Lichtzundens Uberliefert. sei. 

* Grunwald im Jahrbuch fur jiidische Volkskunde 1924. 
7 Nach II Makk 10, hat man die erste Tempelweihe ,,nach Art des 

LaubhOtlenfcstes" mit Fcslgewinden, wic sie fur den ersten Tag dieses Festos 
vorgeschrieben sind, aber latsachlich 7 Tago lang verwendet wurden, begangen. 
IVenn nun 1, und „ das Weihefest als das ,,HUttcnfcst des Kislew" bezeichnet 
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Fest unverstandlich. So bleibt denn nur die Ableitung von Char^och, 
dessen Gleiehsetzung mit Helios offenbar auf schwachen FiiBen 
steht (die Heranziehung des phrygischen Gottes Anakos, der auch 
Nanakos hieB und von dem man gleichfalls nicht weiB, ob er ein 
Sonnengott war1, zeigt, daB sich Kittel der Schwache seiner Po¬ 
sition bewuBt ist) nnd die schon deswegen ausscheidet, weil Ab- 
leitungen mit ah von Personennamen zur Bezeichnung der Herkunft 
nicht moglich sind: wer konnte das Purimfest als Esthera oder Morde- 
chaja bezeichnen! 

3. Der Glaube an die Jungfrauengeburt bei den hellenistischcn 
Juden. Auf getrennten Wegen gelangen Norden und Kittel zu der 
Annahme, daB die hellenistischen Juden an ein Mysterium von der 
Jungfrauengeburt des Messias geglaubt haben. 

Norden beruft sich auf Leisegangs Forschungen, die den Lesem 
dieser Zeitschrift bereits aus einer anderen Abhandlung2 bekannt 
geworden sind. Leider aber gibt er den Inhalt der betr. Philonstellen 
hochst ungenau wieder. „Gott steigt", so schreibt er S. 78, ,,in den 
SchoB sterblicher Frauen hinab, um mit ihnen zu zeugen. Die Vor- 
stellung ihrer Jungfraulichkeit ist ihm derart bestimmt gegeben, 
daB er die Sagen der Patriarchenzeit durch Allegorisieren in einem 
selbst fur ihn fast unerhorten MaBe vergewaltigen muB". In Wahr- 
heit ist fiir Philon jede ,,Zeugung" Symbol geistiger Befruchtung, 
wie jede Nahrungsaufnahme Symbol geistigen Zuwachses, jede 
auBere Entfernung Symbol innerer Entfremdung. So deutet er 
den Verkehr Abrahams mit Hagar genau wie seine stoischen Vor- 
ganger den der Freier mit den Magden der Penelope. Und Wendungen 
wie diese, daB Gott ,,den MutterschoBoffnet" oder,,Saraheimsucht", 
geben ihm Veranlassung, seine Lieblingslehre in die Bibel hinein- 
zudeuten: daB nicht der Mensch der Vater der guten Gedanken 
ist, die in ihm aufsteigen, sondern Gott. In diesem Sinne hat Gott 
mit Lea, Zippora, Hanna gezeugt, ohne daB von deren Jungfraulich¬ 
keit die Rede ware. Dagegen heiBt es von Sara, daB fiir sie ,,die 
Weise der Frauen aufhorte" (Gen 18n). Diesen Vers deutet Philon 
entweder so, daB Sara zu einem iibermenschlichen Wesen oder (nach 
4 Stellen) zu einem Mann oder (nach 3 Stellen) zu einer Jungfrau 
geworden sei; an einer weiteren Stelle laBt er die Frage, was aus 
ihr geworden sei, offen3. Der exegetische Spielraum, den der Bibel- 
vers bot, ist also voll ausgenutzt; an eine Tradition, daB Gott nur 

wird, so hat man daraus wohl mit Recht geschlossen (KrauB S. 28 ff., der 
weitere Literatur anfilhrt), daB dieser Ritus noch eine Zeitlang festgehalten 
wurde. Aber als „Ersatz des Hiittenfestes" hattc man (trotz II Makk 10f>) 
das Fest schon deshalb nicht ansehen dtirfen, weil die Verwendung des Haupt- 
symbols dieses Festes, der Hiitte, nattlrlich iiicht moglich war. Ich halte auch 
die Bezeichnung ,,Htittenfest des Kislewu durchaus nicht fiir eine offizielle, 
und glaube, daB sie von den Verfassern des Briefes gewahlt war, um das Fest 
den hellenistischen Juden durch Anlehnung an ein auch ihnen heiliges Fest 
zu empfehlen. 

1 Kittel 20,. 
5 Heinemann MGWJ. 1922, 274 ff., wo auch Be lege und nahere 

Ausfiihrungen zum folgenden zu finden sind. 
3 Die Stellen sind a. a. 0. aufgez&hlt. 
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mit Jungfrauen zeuge, ist Philon nicht einmal bei Sara gebunden, 
geschweige sonst1. 

Kittel S. 14 findet, wenn der Uebersetzer von Jes 7U statt dcs 
Textwortes HE 71' = Jungweib: itap&ivos = Jungfrau gebe, so mils sc 
,,in der Zeit und der Umgebung des Uebersetzers die Vorstellung 
iierrschend" gewesen sein, ,,die Mutter des Erlosers sei cine Jung¬ 
frau". Das erklare sich daraus, daB Ischtar, „d i e Gottin schlecht- 
weg, mehr und mehr als jungfrauliche Gottin gedacht wurde" (S. 72). 
Lei der laBt Kittel unausgesprochen, ob er dem Uebersetzer den 
Glauben an eine ubernatiirliche Zeugung zuschreibcn 
will, den Norden bei Philon voraussetzt. Ware dies Kittels Meinung, 
so miiBte man entgegenhalten, daB die Lehre von einem zeugendcn 
Gott im wortlichen Sinne dem hellenistischen Judentum nicht minder 
fremd war als dem palastinischen, also keinesfalls als ,,fest- 
stehend" (Kittel S. 14) angesehen werden kann; vom Messias 
insbesondere wissen wir, daB er aus Davids Hause stammen sollte 
(gerade auf Grund der Jesaja-Stellen), d. h., wie die Stammbaume 
der Evangelien deutlich. zeigen, daB sein Vater als Davidide gait. 
Halt man aber test, daB fur den Uebersetzer Immanuels Vater un- 
zweifelhaft ein Mensch war (wie auch Kittel anzunehmen scheint)1, 
so ist es vollig unnotig, zur Erklarung der Uebersetzung die Mutter- 
gottin Ischtar zu bemiihen, fiir deren besondere Schatzung im Juden¬ 
tum — und fiir deren Verbindung mit dem Messiasglauben — Kittel 
nicht den leisesten Anhaltspunkt bringt, wiewohl es sich doch um eine 
„feststehende“ Vorstellung handeln soil! Die Uebersetzung napftzvoz 
ist gar nicht so unmoglich, wie Kittel annimmt (wenn ich sie auch 
personlich nicht fiir richtig halte); ein durchaus unbefangener Ge- 
lehrter wie GreBmann2 schreibt: ,,Ob die Mutter als Frau oder .Jung¬ 
frau* gedacht ist, laBt sich nicht entscheiden, da beides heiBen 
kann**; das Wort, das auBer an unserer Jesajastellc nie von einer 
E h c f r a u gebraucht wird, scheint nur solche junge Frauen zu 
bezeichnen, die noch nicht geboren haben3; cs ist also noch enger 
als unser Madchen oder gar lat. pudla, das doch nicht selten fiir 
xap&evoi; steht. In der Thora wird es einmal sicher, ein anderes 
Mai hochstwahrscheinlich4 von einer Jungfrau gebraucht; an alien 
anderen Bibelstellen ist die gleiche Uebersetzung moglich, auBer 
Hoheslied 68, wo von Madchen, die Salomos Freuden teilen, die 
Rede ist. Wenn also der Uebersetzer glaubte, daB Jesaja das Weib 
in seiner hochsten Frische meine, so ist das mindestens nicht un- 
verstandlicher, wie wenn manche Bibelerklarer, Juden und Nicht- 
juden, geglaubt haben, auch ohne exegetischen Zwang als den 
Volksgenossen auffassen zu miissen. 

1 Gegen Nordcns Versuch, aus dem Vorkommen von t^sxictCsiv im 
Lukascvangelium und bei Philon auf ein von beiden benutztes Mysterium 
zu schliefen, vgl. Allgeicr, Hist. Jahrbuch 1925, 1 ff. 

2 Ursprung der Eschatologie 284. 
3 Vgl. Haupt bei Gesenius-Buhl, der auf verweisl. 
4 Gen 2413, Ex 2s. Spr 30,, nobL’S “Ol *]*Tn ist eine Auffassung im Sinne 

von Jes G2i4 mindestens moglich. 
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4. Der Ursprang des Messiasglaubens. Wenn also auch ini 
hellenistischen Judentum Spuren des heidnischen Messiasmysterium's 
nicht nachweisbar sind — steht etwa bereits der Glaube J e s a j a s 
unter der Wirkung derselben agyptischen Mysterien, die auch auf 
das Abendland gewirkt haben? 

Auch in dieser Frage gelangen Kittel und Norden auf getrennten 
Wegen zu dem gleichen bejahenden Ergebnis. 

Wenn Kittel glaubt, die Erwartung eines Wunderknaben, mit, 
dessen Geburt eine neue Zeit anbricht, sei alter als Jesaja, so ist 
diese Moglichkeit keineswegs auszuschlieBen. Das argumentum ex 
silentio ist bei den jammervollen Resten althebraischen Schri ft turns 
unbedingt zu verwerfen, mag es die kritische Theologie zum „Bc- 
weis“ der Jugend irgend einer Einrichtung verwenden oder der 
schlichte Bibelleser zur Grundlage unwissenschaftlicher Vorstellungen 
machen. — Sehr bedenklich ist es aber, wenn Kittel S. 10 zum Be- 
weis fur das Alter der Vorstellung die drei Weissagungen von der 
Geburt eines Sohnes Jes 714, Gen 16u und Ri 133 (an Hagar und 
die Mutter Simsons) nebeneinanderstellt, um zu beweisen, daB die 
Worte ,,du bist schwanger und wirst einen Sohn gebaren" '(auf 
welche sich die Uebereinstimmung beschrankt) zum „Stil der Be- 
schreibung des Heilbringers und Bringers einer neuen Zeit” gehorten 
(S. 65). Hier wird man wirklich an das zornige Wort eines geist- 
reichen Philologen1 von den „unmoralischen Parallelennetzen” er- 
innert. ,,Bringer einer neuen Zeit" ist Simson nicht und Ismael 
trotz aller dialektischen Kiinste erst recht nicht2. Angenommen, 
die Aehnlichkeit des Wortlauts bedurfte der Erklarung, so geniigt 
die Annahme, daB die Genesisstelle auf Jesaja und Richterbuch 
gewirkt hat. 

Neben diese drei Stellen, die beweisen sollen, daB es in Israel 
und womoglich bei den streitbaren Beduinen (S. 11) im 8. Jahr- 
hundert einen feststehenden Ausdruck der Heils- und Erlosererwartung 
gab, stellt Kittel aber einen Ausruf der griechischen Mysterien. 
Er schreibt S. 24: „Hippolytos berichtet, der Hierophant in Eleusis 
breche ans in den Festruf: Einen heiligen Knaben hat 
die Herrin geboren, die Starke einen Starken. 
Und weiter: Das ist n£mlich die Jungfrau, die 
schwanger war, empfing und einen Sohn gebar.” 
Jeder Leser muB den Eindruck haben, daB die — von Kittel selbst! 
— gesperrten Worte nach dem Bericht eines zuverlassigen Gewahrs- 
mannes wirklich von dem Hierophanten gesprochen 
worden sind. Und er wird den SchluB fur unausweichlirh halten, 
daB auch in Eleusis anfangs eine ,,Starke” (= Jesajas HlfivU), dann 
eine Jungfrau als Mutter eines gottlichen Erloserkindes bezeichnet 
wurde (Kittel 65 ff.), daB also Jesaja —unbewuBt natiirlich (S. 68) 
— die Horus-Osirisgestalt verwertet, die auch auf Eleusis wirkt, 
wahrend an der Umbiegung zur Jungfrau wieder die Muttergottin 

1 Karl Reinhardt, Poscidonios 379. 
2 S. 11 zitiert Kittel Gen 16lt „dessen Hand ffegcn jedermann tst.“ (voa 

Ismael) — ohne die Fortsetfcung „und die Hand aller ist wider ihn“. .I.n 
Tat: zu der Meinung, daB in Ismiel etwas von einem Erldser ,fdurchklingt“, 
paBt sie wie die Faust aufs Auge. 
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Ischtar die Schuld tragt (S. 72). Die Bedenken, die Kittel selbst 
bei der Entwicklung dieser Hypothese gekommen sind, werden dem 
Leser nicht ausschlaggebend scheinen, bis er — den angeblichen 
,,Bericht des Hippolytos“ iiber die Mysterien von Eleusis einmal 
nachschlagt. Da ergibt sich folgendes: Hippolytos redet im V. Buck 
seiner ,,Widerlegung der Ketzer", insbesondere in dem uns angehenden 
8. Kapitel iiber ,,die bewundernswiirdigen Gnostik er, die 
Erjfinder einer neuen Sprachwissenschaft" (§ 1), die erst Homer mit 
der Bibel (der von ihnen ausgelegten natiirlich!) identifizieren 
(§ 1—8), dann thrakische (§ 9—22), phrygische (§ 23—38) und schlieB- 
lich eleusische1 Mysterien (§ 39—45). Durchweg gehen diese 
(naassenischen) Gnostiker von Nachrichten oder Zitaten aus, die 
sie deuten und mit Bibelstellen zusammenbringen; die Absicht, 
gewissenhaft iiber jene Kulte zu berichten, liegt ihnen selbstver- 
standlich fern. Nun kann in diesem Wirrsal natiirlich manches 
Korn echter Ueberlieferung enthaltcn sein, das wir nutzen diirfcn. 
Aber Voraussetzung fiir unsere Venyertung ist doch die Scheidung 
des B e r i c h t s von den Zusatzen und Deut ungen der 
,,neuen Sprachwisscnschaft". Tut man das, so ergibt sich, daB 
weiter nichts iiberliefert ist als der Ausruf des Hierophanten: 
,,Einen heiligen Knaben hat die Herrin geboren, Brimo den Brimos" 
{§ 40). Alles andere ist gnostischer Z u s a t z; insbesondere 
ist der SchluBsatz § 45: ,,dies ist die Jungfrau, die einen Sohn 
gebiert, keinen psychischen, keinen korperlichen, sondern den seligen 
Aion der Aione" (die letzten Worte fehlcn bei Kittel!) natiirlich 
kein Priesterruf, sondern einer der gnostischen Versuche, die ,,Herrin" 
§ 40 mit der ,,pneumatischen, himmlischen, hoheren Geburt" (§ 41), 
unter Heranziehung von Bibelstellen, die auf Mysterien bezogen 
werden, gleichzusetzen. So darf sich denn Kittel (66,1) nicht wundern, 
wenn die Philologen seither auch die Glosse zum Priesterruf ,,eine 
Starke einen Starken" nicht als authentisch angesehen, vielmehr 
iiber das Wesen der Brimo nicht die ,,neue", sondern ihre eigene 
Sprachwissenschaft befragt und aus der sonstigen Erwahnung der 
Gottin und der Bedeutung der Wurzel von (jpc/iobadac ermittelt 
haben, daB das Wort nicht die Starke, sondern die Schnaubende, 
Grimmige bedeutet und wahrscheinlich eine Untenveltsgottheit be- 
zeichnet. Die Uebereinstimmung zwischen dem Priesterruf und 
der Jesajastelle beschriinkt sich demnach darauf, daB hier wie dort 
das Zeitwort gebaren (in verschiedenen Tempora) mit einem mann- 
lichen Objekt verbunden wird. 

Wahrend also die seither betrachteten scheinbarcn Ueberein- 
stimmungen zwischen jiidischen und heidnischen Anschauungen auf 
sehr zweifelhaften oder erweislich falschen Deutungen der Urkunden 
beruhen, ist der Versuch erheblich ernster zu nehmen, unzweifelhaft 
vorhandene Aehnlichkeiten zum Ausgangspunkt quellenkritischer 
Vermutungen zu machen. Solche Aehnlichkeiten bestehen zwischen 
Vergil und Jesaja. Beide bringen das neue Zeitalter mit der Geburt 
eines Wunderkindes in Verbindung; beide versprechen sich von ihm 
Frieden — nicht nur fiir die Menschheit, sondern auch fiir die Tiere. 

1 Uebor ihre Werlschrdzung durch die Naassener vgl. V 20 . 
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Nun ist zwar bei Vergil nicht von einem friedlichen Zusammen- 
1 e b e n der zahmen und der wilden Tiere die Rede, sondern ,,die 
Hcrdcn werden den Lowen nicht fiirchten; vergehen wird die Schlange 
und das trugerische Giftkraut; assyrische Unschuldsstauden1 werden 
iiberall erwachsen": es wird also der Untergang alles Schjid- 
lichen geweissagt. Aber gerade diese Abweichung im einzelnen bc- 
weist nach Norden (51 ff.), daB nicht Jesaja oder die ihm folgende 
jtidische Sibylle (III 748 ff.) auf Vergil gewirkt hat; vielmehr ist, 
da Zufall ausgeschlossen scheint, die Nachwirkung derselben agypti- 
schen Mysterien anzunehmen, denen auch Jesaja — bei aller Selb- 
standigkeit in der Formung — doch seine Bildersprache zu ver- 
danken scheint. 

Die Forschungen, auf die sich Norden bezieht, haben von Hugo 
GreBmanns Buch ,,Der Ursprung der israelitisch-jiidischen Es- 
chatologie" (1905) ihren Ausgang genommen. Wahrend namentlich 
Wellhausen das Vorhandensein vorexilischer Messiashoffnungen be- 
stritt und die messianischen Stellen der alteren Prophetenbiicher 
samt und sonders fiir unecht erklarte, erwies GreBmann, daB der 
Glaube an einen ,,Tag Gottes“ nicht nur vorexilisch, sondern in- 
sofern „vorprophetisch‘‘ ist, als bereits Amos diesen Begriff als seinen 
Horern bekannt voraussetzt. Der „p r o p h e t i s c h e n“ Stufe 
der Heilshoffnung liegt also eine „v o 1 k s t ii m 1 i c h e“ voraus, fiir 
welche der Tag Gottes (nach Amos 51S ff.) lediglich ein ,,Tag des 
Lichtes" fiir Israel war. Erst die Propheten haben ihn zu einem 
Tage gerechten und furchtbaren Gcrichtes gemacht und dadurch 
die volkstiimliche Idee unerhort vertieft, auf der gegebenen Klaviatur 
ihre eigene Melodie gespielt (GreBmann 152 ff.). Aber auch die volks¬ 
tiimliche Stufe ist nicht die alteste. Sie beruht nach GreBmann 
auf der Erwartung groBen ..Heils" und ,,Unheils‘‘, die wir in manchen 
jigyptischen und babylonischen Texten finden. Mittelbar haben 
diese nichtj iidischen Vorstellungen auch auf die prophetische 
Stufe gewirkt; der ..Hofstil" und der ..eschatologische Stil“ der 
Sprachen der Weltreiche erklart manche etwas iiberschwenglich 
klingende Wendung der Bibel (GreBmann 250 ff., 260 ff., 305 ff.) 
und manche Dunkelheit der Immanuelweissagung Jes 7I4 ff. (S. 272 ff.). 

Dreierlei scheint GreBmann enviesen zu haben: das hohe Alter 
der messianischen Hoffnung, die Existenz einer vorprophetischen 
volkstiimlichen Stufe, die Einwirkung mancher sprachlicher Wen- 
dungen aus den Sprachen, aus denen das Hebraische ja auch Fremd- 
worter entlehnt hat. Wenn Marduk einen Fiirsten sucht, „ihn zu 
fassen bei seiner Hand; Kurasch berief er mit Namen", so hat GreB¬ 
mann S. 251 Recht, auf Jes 454 ff. zu verweisen, wo es von demselben 
Kvros heiBt, Gott habe ihn bei der Hand gefaBt und mit Namen 
gerufen. Und wenn — um ein von ihm nicht angefiihrtes Beispiel 
zu nennen — nach Jes 1115 Gott den FluB Aegyptens in sieben 
Bache zerschlagen wird und betreten lassen wird mit Sandalen, So 
wird es schwerlich Zufall sein, wenn es in einem Papyrus heiBt: 

Der FluB Aegyptens ist leer; man kann zu FuB durchgehen" (Durr 8). 

1 Amomum ist eine Balsamstaude (Weber 87, 3); doch wird die Ety¬ 
mologic naturlich cmpfunden. 
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Auch wenn etwa das agyptische Wort fiir Leben eincn bcsonders 
vollen Klang hat und alle Seligkeit einschlieBt, so mag es ganz wohi 
auf den Gebrauch von an manchen Stellen gewirkt haben (vgl. 
Norden 119 ffKittel 86 ff.). Aber diese Feststellungen und Kom- 
binationen beriihren nicht den Kern unserer Frage. Verwertung 
von Wendungen beweist nicht die Uebernahme von Vorstellungen, 
am wenigsten bei Denkern von auBergewohnlicher Selbstandigkeit. 
Es bleibt nach wie vor die Frage often: stammt die Idee ernes gott- 
lichen Erloserkindes und des Tierfriedens aus agyp- 
tischer oder babylonischer Quelle? 

Schon dem Leser des GreBmannschen Buches muB auffailen, 
daB er weder hieroglyphische noch keilschriftliche Texte fiir die 
genannten Ziige zu bringen vermag. Noch deutlicher wird der Tat- 
bestand durch die Schrift von Durr, der des Aegyptischen, des 
Assyrischen und des Hebraischen machtig ist. Die Zusammen- 
stellung und Priifung der Texte (1—37) fiihrt ihn zu dem Ergebnis, 
daB es in Aegypten iiberhaupt keine Weissagungen einer gliicklichen 
Endzeit gegeben hat; hochstens hat man einem Konig in der Weise 
gehuldigt, daB man seine Ruhmestaten in der Form eines vaticinium 
ex eventu gefeiert hat. Aehnlich steht es in Babylonien, nur daB 
dort die Konige gern ,,als von der Gottheit ausersehen und voraus- 
bestimmt" bezeichnet werden. Aber ,,von einem groBen und wunder- 
baren gottmenschlichen Herrscher der Endzeit" finden \vir nach 
Durr keine Spur; ,,alles, was man bis jetzt von einer orientalischen 
Erlosererwartung redet, ist lediglich Konstruktion"1. Insbesondere 
f e h 11 natiirlich jede Andeutung eines wunderbaren K n a b e n , 
an dessen Geburt der neue Aion gekniipft sei. Und gleiches gilt 
vom Tierfrieden. Die Gliicksschilderungen halten sich durch- 
aus in den Grenzen des in diesem Aion Moglichen (wie etwa die- 
jenigen der Thora): ,,Die Aehre ward fiinf Sechstel Ellen lang, die 
Emte gelang, die Feldfrucht gedieh; es triefte die Fiille, UeberfluB 
wurde aufgehauft" (Durr 17). „Inmitten von Stadt und Haus nahm 
kein Mensch die Habe seines Nachsten mit Gewalt weg; weder war 
da ein Rauber, der Blut vergoB, noch wurde eine Gewalttat verubt<c 
(S. 18). In diesem Stil sind samtliche Schilderungen, die seither 
bekannt geworden sind, gehalten. Die von uns gesuchten Ziige — 
Wunderkind und Tierfrieden — sind also nicht nur seither nicht 
aufgewiesen: sie wiirden in diese durchaus realistisch gehaltenen 
Schilderungen gar nicht hineinpassen. 

Man hat freilich geglaubt, daB die volkstiimliche Vorstellung 
vom Tage Gottes aus sich unerklarlich sei und das Bestehen einer 
mythischen Vorstufe voraussetze. Auch dies — bei unserer geringen 
Kenntnis altjiidischen Volksglaubens nicht gerade zwingende — 
Argument weist Durr 38 ff. zuriick. Aus dem Vertrauen auf Jhv 
als den Herrscher und Retter seines Volkes muBte sich ergeben, 
daB der Gottestag ein Tag des Heils und des Unheils war: des HeiLs 
fiir Israel, des Unheils fiir seine Feinde. Erst die Propheten haben 
— auch nach Durr — diese rein nationale Hoffnung im ethischen 
Sinne umgestaltet und gerade Israel als Folge seiner Siinden das 

1 Durr S, 27, Anm. 33 nach Sellin. 
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Unheil verkiindet. Eine solche Ableituug ist jedenfalls moglich; 
keinesfalls kann also die jiidische Volksvorstellung als mittelbarcs 
Zeugnis fur das Vorhandensein eines heidnisch-orientalischen Er- 
losungsmythos angesehen werden. 

Und auch die Jesajastelle liber Immanuel setzt keineswegs 
einen heidnischen Mythos von einem gottlichen Erloserkind voraus. 
GewiB heben die Attribute *19 ^ 133 den Erloser iiber Menschen- 
maBe hinaus1 — wenn auch dariiber erfreulicherweise Ueberein- 
stimmung zu herrschen scheint, daB sie Jesaja2 nicht in rein mythi- 
schem Sinn verstanden haben kann. Aber die Vermutung, daB seine 
Redeweise durch nichtjiidischen Huldigungsstil bestimmt sei, liegt 
sicherlich nahe, zumal wenn man bedenkt, daB das mittelhebraische 
Ajektiv V1W goUlich unter arabischem EinfluB (gebildet und) von 
unzweifelhaften Anhangem des strengsten Monotheismus auf Men- 
schen jeden Bekenntnisses angewandt worden ist3. In der Tat sind 
in Aegypten „Pradikate wie: der groBe Gott, Herr iiber die Un- 
endlichkeit, Fiirst der Ewigkeit" ganz gelaufig (GreBmann 282) — 
aber nicht von halbmythischen Wesen, sondern vom irdischen 
Herrscher. Ihre Anwendung auf Menschen in der Bibel ist 
allerdings auBerst selten (GreBmann 256 ff.), aber doch nicht auf 
messianische Texte beschrankt4. Nicht der leiseste Anhaltspunkt 
spricht also dafiir, daB die agyptische Darstellung gliicklicher Zeiten 
den Boden des Realen verlassen und neben den Herrscher ein iiber- 
irdisches Wunderkind gestellt habe5. Unter Nordens Belegen fur 
asyptischen Kinderkult6 steht kein einziger mit eschatologischen 
Schilderungen in Verbindung. 

An diesen Feststellungen kann natiirlich auch die Heranziehung 
eines lateinischen Textes des letzten vorchristlichen Jahrhunderts 
nichts andem, zumal mittelbarer EinfluB biblischer Vorstellungen 
auf Vergil trotz Nordens sehr tfemperamentvoller Ablehnung durch- 
aus moglich ist: die XV viri sacris faciundis, deren EinfluB auf unsere 

1 Die Schwierigkeit geht am besten aus der Tatsache hervor, dafl der 
Targum und die mittelallcrlichen jUdischen Erklarer sich dagegen strkuben, 
diese Attribute auf das Kind zu beziehen. Dagegen scheint man (z. B. Kittel 
S. 12) auf „Milch und Honig“ zu viel Gewicht zu legen. Darin hat GreBmann 
212, 1 sicher Recht, daB der Ausdruck nicht uberall jjGotternahrung" be- 
zeichnet. 

2 Neuere Zweifel an der Echtheit der Stelle besrhaftigen uns hier nicht- 
Denn „prophetisch“im edelsten Sinne ist diese Weissagung in jedem Fall. Ueber- 
dies hat doch der Name ,,Gottmituns“ nur einen Sinn, wenn sein TrBger zu 
„uns gehSrt, also durchaus Mensch ist. 

3 Die Anwendung des Adjektivs, das in seinen beiden Bedeutungen 
^$>^1 genau entspricht, scheint nach Ben Jehudas Thesaurus s. v. auf den 
arabischen Kulturkreis beschrankt zu sein und sich vorwiegend in Ucber- 
setzungen zu finden. 

4 FQr die Beziehung von Psalm 45? CiblD DNibK auf den Konig 
hatte sich GreBmann nicht erst auf Gunkel, sondern bereits auf — Raschi 
berufen konnen. 

6 Im Gegcnsatz gegen Kittel treffe ich mit Weber 90, 4 zusammen; 
doch vgl. das im Text folgende. 

• S. 73 ff. uber Har. 
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Ekloge Weber mehrfach betont1, waren „Kenner der Kultur des 
Ostens"; daC zu den orientalischen Religionen, die gelchrte Zeit- 
genossen des Dichters kannten, das Judentum gehorte, hat gerade 
Norden2 eingehend erwiesen; und zu den biblischen Bildern, nicht 
nur das vom Tier frieden, sondern auch der Heilszeit gehort 
auch das Verschwinden des Unkrauts und seine Ersetzung 
durch Edelgewachs3 4. Weshalb weiterhin die heidnische Sibylle nicht 
von ihrer romerfcindlichen judischen Kollegin gelernt haben soli, 
ist gleichfalls nicht einzusehen. Trotzdem ist die Annahme irgend- 
welchen orientalischen Einflusses zur Erklarung der Uebereinstimmung 
mit Jesaja m, E. ganz iiberfliissig. In Nordens Untersuchung* 
stehen ganz bescheiden unter dem Text zwei Dichterstellen: eine 
aus Aristophanes: ,,nicht cher wird Frieden wcrdcn, als bis der 
Wolf das Lamm freit", eine aus Theokrit: ,,es kommt ein Tag, da 
der scharfgezahnte Wolf dem schlafenden Hirschkalb nichts zu leidc 
tut." Weder Norden noch sonst jemand, der antikc Utopien kcnnt 
— die Geschichte vom Schlaraffenland steht bekanntlich bereits bei 
einem attischen Komiker —mochte hier an Entlehnung eines agypti- 
schen Mj^steriums denken. Vielmehr ist das Bestrebcn, die Natur 
gleichsam dem Ergehcn des Menschen anzupassen, allgemein mensch- 
lich und im besonderen aus Griechenland — dafiir gibt Norden 58 
einige Parallelen — und aus Palastina bezeugt5; aus ihm lieBe es 
sich befriedigend erklaren, wenn Jesaja und — in anderer Weise! —■ 
Aristophanes dem Menschenfrieden den Tierfriedcn zum Hinter- 
grunde gibt und Vergil nicht nur den Menschen, sondern auch die 
Tiere von Sorge befreit. 

Eher verspricht das umfassende Material, das Weber vor- 
legt, die Aufdeckung groDerer kulturgeschichtlichcr Zusammenhange. 
Wahrend sich Norden im wesentlichen auf Aegypten und die eigent- 
liche Gottersage beschrankt, zieht Weber die altgriechische Vor- 
stellung vom Weisen als ,,unsterblichem Gott" (85 f.) und vor allcm 
persische und indische Legenden iiber die wunderbare Zeugung und 
Geburt des Weisen (84x und 89) heran. Von hier aus fallt auf Vergil 
unzweifelhaft starkes Lieht — noch stiirkeres, als im Rahmen 
unserer Besprechung gezeigt werden kann. So gewinnt die von 
Norden S. 65 nicht ausgewertete Tatsache Bedeutung, daB das 

1 Weber S. 90 ff. Leider f e h 11 ein I n d e x , so daB sich die andcren 
Stcllcn schwer nachschlagen lassen! 

2 Festgabe von Fachgenosscn Harnack dargebracht 292 ff. Die Einwande, 
die ich (an anderer Stelle) gegen seine Strabonanalyse machcn werde, Sndern 
nichts am Hauptergebnis, soweit es fur uns in Be’tracht kommt. Uebrigens 
hatte Norden selbst fruher (N. Jbb. 1913, 657J Einwirkung der Jesajastclle 
mit groBer Bestimmlhcit angenommen. 

3 Jes 55ia: Statt des Dorngeheges wird die Zyprcsse aufsteigen, statt 
des Unkrauts die Myrte. 

4 S. 52, 1: Aristophanes Frieden 1075 f.; Theokrit Herakliskos 86 f. 
6 Einiges iiber ,,die Anteilnahme der physischen Welt 

an don Schick salon des Menschen" hat VJ Aptowitzer MGWJ 
1920, 227 ff. zusammengestcllt. Der gleiche Gelchrte bereitet eine um¬ 
fassende Arbeit iiber dies Thema vor und hat mir gestattet, das von 
ihm gesammelte hellenistischc Material zu vervollstandigen. Ich 
mochte daher an dieser Stelle Nordens Parallelen nicht ergUnzcn. 
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Lacheln des Kindes bei der Geburt (V. 60 dcr Ekloge)1 sich auch 
bei Zoroaster findet (Weber 107), und es jst vielleicht kein Zufall, 
daB bei der Geburt Buddhas junge Lowen unschadlich werden und 
iiberhaupt die Natur Anteil nimmt (S. 115 f.). Auch daB man den 
Weisen gern als ubermenschliches Wesen ansah und in ihm die 
Unschuld des Urmenschen wieder aufleben lieB, ware leicht noch 
eingehender zu zeigen als Weber es tut. Aber fur die Frage nach 
den etwaigen Vorlaufern der propheti schen Erloserhoffnung 
ergibt sich kaum ein Anhaltspunkt. Weber (S. 994) legt Gewicht 
darauf, daB auch bei Jesaja, wie in der Buddhalegende (S. 89), ein 
Seller vor dem Konig steht und daB der Vater des Immanuel bei 
Jesaja nicht genannt ist; wenn ,,auf seiner Schulter die Herrschaft 
liegt", so bedeutet das die ,,Auszeichnung seines Korpers durch 
herrliche Mcrkmale" (S. 137 unter 3), die als Zeichen der Zeugung 
durch die Sonne in der buddhistischen Legende gilt; nicht der Mythos 
von einem ,,Gotteskinde", also einem kindlichen Gottwesen wie Har, 
sondern der von einem ,,Herrschergott" und seiner gottlichen Zeugung 
schwebt (nach Weber) dem Propheten vor, ist jedoch von ihm ,,seinen 
Anschauungen", die ,,keine weitergehende Mythologisierung ver- 
trugen", angepaBt worden. Man sieht: die einzige bezeichnende 
Uebereinstimmung zwischen der Jesajastelle und den Erzahlungen 
von der Geburt der Wundermanner bestiinde in der Auffassung 
des ,,Zeichens der Herrschaft" — wenn sie erwiesen oder auch nur 
moglich ware. Sie traut Jesaja zu, daB er den Mythos von der 
fleischlichen Zeugung des Erlosers durch eine Gottheit als bekannt 
und berechtigt anerkannt hatte — wahrend gleichzeitig das Fehlen 
der unzweifelhaft mythischen Ziige aus der Gegnerschaft 
desselben Jesaja gegen die Mythologisierung hergeleitet ward. Ehe 
man zu solchen Widerspriichen greift, wird man sich bei der iiblichen 
Erklarung beruhigen, daB das Symbol — etwa der Mantel — der 
Herrschaft auf der Schulter des Erlosers liegt. — Immerhin konnen 
fur den Bibelforscher, den nicht nur Jesajas Vorstellungsw'elt, sondern 
auch diejenige seiner Horer interessiert, Nachweisungen wie die- 
jenigen, die Weber zusammenstellt, bei kritischer Sichtung und 
Weiterfiihrung von Wert werden. Es ware denkbar, daB die Vor- 
stellung eines wunderbaren Weisen bereits im 8. Jahrhundert im 
Orient vorhanden war und auch von solchen israelitischen Kreisen, 
die ihre mythische Ausdrucksform verwarfen, soweit geteilt wurde, 
daB sich Jesaja auf sie beziehen konnte; falls also etwa die Attribute 
des Immanuel nicht an hofischen Huldigungsstil ankniipfen sollten, 
sondern an das Lob wreiser Manner, so waren sie im Hinblick auf 
den spateren Sprachgebrauch von vom Weisen und auf die 
Ehrfurcht, die gegeniiber dem Lehrer gefordert wurde2, gut 
erklarlich. 

1 Falls n&mlich dort qui non riscre parenti (stalt cui n. r. parentes) zu 
lesen ist; doch vgl. gegen Norden Deubner, Gnomon I 166. 

2 Pirqe abot IV 12: „Es sei dir die Ehrfurcht vor deinem Lehror wie 
die Ehrfurcht vor Gott“. Auch bekannte palastinischc und hcllenistisch- 
jOdische Ausspruche liber Elternehrung, die dcr Ehrung Gottcs gleichsteht, 
gchoren wohl hierher, da man in den El tern vorwiegend die Erzieher sah; 
vgl. Heinemann, Schriften der jud.-hell. Literatur II 170, 2. 
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5. Jiidische Mysterienstimmung. Mystische Frommigkeit unter- 
scheidet sich von derjenigen der positiven Religionen durch ihre 
Grundauffassung dcs Verhaltnisses von Gott und Mensch. Finden 
sich im biblischen Judentum Anklange an die mystische Religions- 
auffassung ? 

Kittel bejaht die Frage — ohne sich iiber die in jedem Falle 
verbleibenden Unterschiede zu tauschen. Schade nur, daB alles, 
was er iiber diese Unterschiede lehrt — insbesonderezwischen 
dem Quietismus der Mystik und dem ethischen Aktivismus der 
prophetischen Frommigkeit — auf einer Fiille unbestreitbarer T a t - 
s a c h e n beruht, wiihrend fiir die angeblich mystischen Ziige 
selbst nur schwache und unsichere Stiitzen aufzu- 
zeigen sind. 

Was Kittel S. 84 f. liber das Einswerden mit Gott sagt, ist durch- 
aus zu billigen. ,.Manner Gottes" kennt auch das Judentum: aber 
der Unterschied zwischen ihnen und den Helden des Mysterienglaubens 
ist (zumal doch die Wunder stets Gott, nie den Propheten zuge- 
schrieben werden) dcrart, daB es sich nur um „auBerliche Beriihrung" 
(Kittel 85) mit dem Mysterienglauben handelt. Lehrreich ist auch, 
was iiber das ..Schauen Gottes“ gesagt wird, insbesondere der Nach- 
weis, daB es ein solches Schauen in dem geistigen Sinn, in dem es 
natiirlich auch Kittel in der Bibel versteht, schon in Aegypten und 
Babylonien gegeben hat1; aber ein solches Schauen, das sich aus 
der Betrachtung des Gotterbildes durch Vergcistigung entwickclt 
haben mag, ist fiir die Mysterienreligionen nicht kennzcichnend. 
Aehnlich stcht es mit der biblischen Jenseitshoffnung. Es verdient 
immerhin Beachtung, wenn ein Gelehrter der kritischen Scliulc den 
SchluB des 17. Psalms („beim Erwachen darf ich mich sattsehen 
Deincs Anblickes") — mit Raschi — auf das Erwachen vom Todes- 
schlaf bczieht. Stichhaltiger scheint die Deutung der beriihmten 
Wortc Ps 7325: „Wen habe ich im Himmel — und neben dir 
liegt mir nichts an der Erde“ auf j e n s e i t i g e und diesseitige 
Scligkeit. Solche Verbundenheit mit Gott hat der Dichter nach 
Vers 17 durch den Eintritt in die bit "UHptt erlangt, also wohl, wie 
Jer 51B1, die heiligen Hallen, das Heiligtum Gottes. Aber auch wenn 
man das Wort mit Kittel — ohne jede Parallele — als ,,heilige 
Lehrcn" deuten diirfte, so ware man durch die Uebersetzung der LXX 
fjMOTrjpta ifoou noch lange nicht berechtigt, an Mysterien im tech- 
nischen Sinn zu denken; am wenigsten ware es Kittel, der den Uebcr- 
setzungsfehler der LXX Jes lu, wie wir wissen, auf Beeinflussung des 
Uebersetzers durch die Mysterienreligionen zuriickfiihrt; ganz 
abgcsehen davon, daB die hellcnistischen Juden das Wort fwarr^ta 
nicht selten in ganz abgegriffenem Sinne brauchen, wie an der von 
Kittel herangezogenen Stelle Weish. Sal. 22, sicher den Gottlosen 
nicht Unkenntnis der Mysterien vorgeworfen wird. 

Kann also von einer Einwirkung der Mysterienreligionen auf 
die jiidische Frommigkeit keinc Rede sein, so konnte sich hochstens 
fragen, ob die Wirkung, die das J u d c n t u m allgemoin auf die 

1 Killcl 80, 2 gibt Litcratur-Naclnvcisc. 

Monatsschrift, 69. Jahrgang. 
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Frommigkeit des Hellenismus geiibt hat, sich auch auf die 
Mysterienrcligionen erstreckt und zu ihrer Vergeisti- 
g u n g gefiihrt hat. Das ware denkbar, zumal im Hinblick auf die 
Haufigkeit des Namcns Iao in Zauberpapyri; beweisbar ist es nicht. 
Die Ethisierung des Mysterienglaubens beginnt mit Platon; wir 
haben AnlaB zu vermuten, daB auch Poseidonios an ihr einen ge- 
wissen Anteil nahm; nichts notigt uns, jiidischen EinfluB auf die 
holieren Formen der mystischen Spekulation anzunehmen. 

Die Priifung der Vermutungen Nordens und Kittels fiihrt also 
zu negativem Ergebnis. Ihre Annahme, daB es im Judentum 
Lehren gegeben habe, die denen der heidnischen Mysterienreligionen 
venvandt waren, beruht zum groBten Teil auf MiBverstandnis (so 
beziiglich des Gottes Aion, des angeblichen Sonnwendfestes und 
der jungfraulichen Geburt); soweit sich verwandte Zukunftshoff- 
nungen finden — nicht nur in der Bibel und im Hcllenentum, 
sondern auch im ferneren Orient — haben sie sich wesentlich 
unabhangig von einander entwickelt. Gottfried Keller, der 
Dichter, wird dem Tatbestand besser gerecht als die Philologen. 
Es bleibt nur die Moglichkeit und Wahrscheinlichke.it bestehen, 
daB die Bildersprache der Propheten, zumal in den messianischen 
Reden, durch einen Stil bestimmt ist, der auf Konige und 
vielleicht auf weise Rch'gionsstifter anderer Volker Anwendung 
gefunden hatte, und daB der Glaube an die jenseitige Ver- 
bundenheit mit Gott bereits fur manche Psalmen vorausgesetzt 
werden darf. Nicht einmal soviel ist zuzugeben, daB es sich um 
eine Reihe ganz blasser Symptome handle, die auf einen einheit- 
lichen Tatbestand weisen und sich dadurch gegenseitig verstarken. 
Denn an intimen Zusammenhang der besprochenen heidnischen 
Vorstellungen untereinander wird man hochstens dann glauben 
konnen, wenn man Nordens Ansicht teilt, daB Vergil bezw. seine 
sibyllische Quelle nur aus e i n e m — dem agyptischen — Mysterien- 
kreis geschopft habe. Aber das ist durch Bolls Bedenken gegen den 
Zusammenhang zwischen Ekloge und agyptischem Sonnenglauben1, 
namentlich aber durch Webers Hinweis auf die persischen und 
indischen Parallelen sowie auf die Bedeutung der XVviri fur die 
Ekloge auBerst unwahrscheinlich geworden; es ist also anzunehmen, 
daB Vergil Elemente verbunden hat, die urspriinglich nicht mehr 
mit einander zu tun hatten, wie die Sage von Dido mit 
der Kyklopengeschichte Oder der philosophischen Lehre vom 
Jenseits, die er in der Aeneis zu verschmelzen weiB. Wie dem 
aber sei — die Spuren mystischen Glaubens, die man im Juden¬ 
tum hat finden wollen, vervveisen keineswegs auf einander: der 
Gott Ewigkeit, das Sonnwendfest Chanukka, der Jungfernsohn 
Isaak haben weder mit einander noch mit der Messiasidee das leiseste 
zu tun. Auch vom schwachsten Indizienbeweis ist also keine Spur 
zu finden. 

Dies negative Ergebnis hat aber natiirlich seine positive Seite. 
Es gilt ja nicht nur, die Tatsache der Einwirkung fremder Mystik 

1 DLZ. 1924, 573. 
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auf das Judentum festzustellen, sondern auch ihre Grenzen zu 
ermitteln und zu der Eigenart des Judentums in Beziehung zu setzcn. 
In diesem Falle hat offenbar das polytheistische Element in den 
Vorstellungen, von denen die Rede war, derart abstoBend gewirkt, 
daB es nicht einmal zu einer Umformung in jiidischem Sinne ge- 
kommen ist. Den verallgemeinernden SchluB, daB das Judentum 
aus der Kultur der Umwelt nur gewahlt habe, was ihm gemaB war, 
und verworfen, was ihm nicht entsprach, lassen lei der die Tatsachen 
nicht zu; die Strenge jiidischer Selbstkritik denkt bekanntlich anders1; 
aber freilich lag der Monotheismus dem Juden, auch dem helleni- 
sierten, derart im Blute, daB Anschauungen, die diesem wider- 
strebten, keine Anziehungskraft auf ihn iiben konnten. 
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JEWISH MESSIANIC BELIEF IN JUSTIN MARTYR’S 
DIALOGUE WITH TRYPHO 

BY 

A. J. B. HIGGINS 

Leeds 

This question has often been discussed, usually with the chief 

emphasis on the value of the Dialogue as a source for Jewish belief 

in a suffering Messiah in the second century, and as a pointer to the 

possible existence of this belief in and before the time of Jesus. 

While necessarily taking account of this, the main purpose of the 

present study is to focus attention more on another aspect of Jewish 

conceptions according to Justin, namely, the Son of man and the 

two advents of the Messiah. 

Although a discussion of this kind between a Christian and a Jew 

might seem rather improbable after the Bar Cochba revolt (A.D. 

132-135), which resulted in a final estrangement between Jews and 
Christians owing to the refusal of the latter to participate in it, it 

is by no means ruled out as impossible. Trypho may or may not 

be Rabbi Tarphon x), a contemporary of Justin. If he is, then it 

was later Jewish tradition which made him a martyr in the war * 2). 

But acceptance of the identification would not necessarily involve 

accepting all the statements attributed to Trypho as reliable 

expressions of contemporary Jewish beliefs. And even if Justin had 

a discussion 3) with this man, there would be no reason to regard 

the Dialogue as an accurate report of it. Harnack, in his important 

study, held it as of secondary importance whether Justin owed his 

q The identification has been assumed by many scholars, e.g., E. Schurer, 
The Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ, II. i (1901), 377; II.ii (1901), 
1S6, n. 94; 3L Altanek, Patrology (i960), 122 f. It has been questioned by 
E. R. Goodknough, The Theology of Justin Martyr (1923), 90-92; A. L. 
Williams, Justin Martyr,The Dialogue with Trypho (1930), xxv; E. Sjohkrg, 

Dcr verborgene Menschensohn in den Evangelien (1955), 81, n-k N. Hyldahl, 

“Tryphon uiul Tarphon", Studia Thcologica 10 (1957), 77-88; J. Jeremias, 

The Servant of God2 (1965), 74, n. 314. 
2) Cf. Scijurer, op. cit., II. i, 377. 
3) At Ephesus, according to Eusebius, H. E. iv. 18.6, towards the end of 

the war (Dialogue 1.3). 
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knowledge to a particular Jew like Tarphon or to tradition, but 

accepted the Jewish ideas and objections as authentic1). He listed 

numerous agreements with Jewish scriptural exegesis2), though a 

not inconsiderable number of divergences are also mentioned. 

There is no doubt that Justin knew very well what messianic 

beliefs were current among Jews in his day, and he sometimes 

states them correctly. But whenever the opportunity presents 

itself, his zeal as a Christian apologist gets the upper hand, and 

he attributes to his Jewish interlocutor ideas which he could not 

possibly have entertained3). 

In 49.1 Trypho declares: xal yap 7cav7s<;Tjpeu;t6v Xptcrrov avOptoTrov 

av0pco7rcov7rpo(rSoxc5{jL£v ysvyjcrsaOaL This was in fact the prevalent 

Jewish expectation, and here the Dialogue is perfectly reliable. In 

opposition to Christian claims for Jesus, the tendency in post- 

Christian Judaism was to tone down messianic dogma and to 

emphasize the human nature of the Messiah4). But even more 

important is the necessarily associated denial by Trypho of the 

pre-existence and the divinity of the Messiah. He asserts: 

“For you utter many blasphemies, in that you seek to persuade us that 
this crucified man was with Moses and Aaron, and spoke to them in the pillar 
of the cloud; then that he became man, was crucified. . .“ (38.1); “For when 
you say that this Messiah existed as God before the ages, then that lie sub¬ 
mitted to be bom and become man, yet that he is not man of men (Greek 
dv0po)7Tou), this appears to me to be not merely paradoxical, but also foolish” 
(48.1). 

It is further in accordance with Jewish belief that Trypho de¬ 

clares : 

1) A. von Harnack, Judentum und Judenchristcnium in Justins Dialog mil 

Trypho, T£/xxxix, 1 (1913), 53 f.; cf. 90: “Es ist ein sehr bedeutendcs Mate¬ 
rial, welches wir fur die Kenntnis des Judcntums (und Judenchristentums) 
und seines Verhaltnisses zum Christentum urn das J. 160 aus clem Dialog 
gewonnen haben". 

2) Op. cit., 61 ff., after Goldfahn. 

3) Cf. Sjoberg, op. cit., 82; S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh (1956), 
328, n.i. L. Goppelt, Christentum und Judentum im ersten und zweiten 
Jahrhunderl (1954), 2i^9» writes: “Justin kennt das y.eitgenbssische Judentum 
auf Grund seiner palastinensischen Herkunft und tatsachlieh durchge- 
fochtener Strcitgesprache so gut wie kein Vertreter der Heidenkirche bis 
Origenes”. But this favourable estimate takes no account of Justin's apolog¬ 
etic methods. On Justin’s knowledge of Palestinian Judaism see also W. A. 
Shotwell, The Biblical Exegesis of Justin Martin (1963), 71 ff. 

4) Cf. Schurer, op. cit., II. ii. 162; Harnack, op. cit., 91. 
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"Hut Messiah — if he has indeed been born, and exists anywhere— 
is unknown, and does not even know himself, and has no power until Elijah 
comes to anoint him, and make him manifest to all” (8.4) 1). 

The idea of the hidden or unknown Messiah is found in Rabbinic 

literature in various forms 2). It is important, however, that it is 

not only that Trypho, while really believing that the Messiah has 

not yet come (sx 8e too p/qSe HXtavsXY)Xu0evatou8eTOUTOva7co<patvo(jtai 

sTvai (49.1)), allows the possibility that he may be already on earth, 

but concealed (8.4). Justin himself says that he is aware of this 
attitude of the Jews. 

"And J am likewise aware that they [the Jewish teachers] maintain 
he has not yet come; or if they say that he has come, they assert that it is 
not known who he is; but when he shall become manifest and glorious, then 
it shall be known who he is” (no. 1). 

Here again, therefore, the Dialogue is reliable evidence for 
contemporary Jewish belief3). 

It might then be asked whether the work, if it correctly represents 

the conceptions of the human and the hidden Messiah, can be ex¬ 

pected to be good evidence of other aspects of Jewish messianic 

belief. But here Justin is simply reporting Jewish beliefs as facts, 

and is not writing as an apologist for Christianity. It is quite a 

different story when we turn to other aspects of messianic thought 
as Justin has made Trypho express them. 

J) These and other passages are based on the translation in Ante-Nicene 
Christian Library ii (1870). I have used the text edition by E. J. Goodspeed, 

Die attesten Apologelen: Texte mil kurzen Einleitungen (1914). On this form 
of the role of Elijah (cf. 49.1: Kai yap Tjjjteu; tov Xpurr^v ctv0p<o7rov &• 

dv0pa>7TG)v Ttpoc8oy.6jj.ev ysvyjaecOat, xal t6v 'HXfav xpicroci olMv eX06vra), cf. SB 
iv. 797f-: certain Rabbinic passages suggest that it is "nicht unwahrschein- 
lich, dass die Erwartung, Elias werde einst den Messias salben, hier u. da 
jiidischerseits ausgesprochen worden ist” The idea would follow naturally 
from that of Elijah as the eschatological high priest, on which see J. Jeremias, 

art. “HXfsJtocs”, 7 WNT ii. 934 f.; SB iv. 462f., 789-792. It was at any rate 
a widespread belief that Elijah would precede the Messiah, cf. Mowinckel, 
op. cit., 299. 

2) Cf. Sjohkkc;, op. cit.t 73, 80 f.; Mowinckel, op. cit., 305 f., with referen¬ 
ces; Jeremias, The Servant of God2, 60, n. 252. 

3) That the thought of the hidden Messiah was already current in the 
first century is proved by John vii 27, on which see C. K. Barrett, The 

Gospel according to St John (1955), 266: "John (who uses the objection of 
this verse in order to lead up to the pronouncement of the next) probably 
used the well-known Jewish belief but adapted it to his own thought of a 
supernatural, heavenly redeemer”. 
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In 31.i Justin declares that Christ will come on the clouds as tlie 

Son of man according to Daniel’s prophecy, which he then quotes 

(Dan. vii 9-28). Trypho then says: 

“Sir, these and similar scriptures compel us to await someone glorious 
and great, him who as Son of man receives from the Ancient of Days the 
everlasting kingdom J). But this so-called Messiah of yours was so disho¬ 
noured and inglorious as to have incurred the final curse in the law of God, 
for he was crucified" (32.1). 

Does Trypho mean that he personally is convinced by Justin's 

argument that the passage from Daniel is messianic, or that the 

Jews so understand it in any case? Or are the words merely put 

into Trypho’s mouth for the sake of the argument ? 

We have seen that Trypho denies the pre-existence and the 

divinity of the Messiah, and correctly expresses the Jewish belief in 

a Messiah who will be “a man from men". This is consistent and, 

moreover, compatible with the thought that the Messiah would 

suffer, which Trypho also expresses (see below). It is true that 

there are Rabbinic passages * 2) which make use of Dan. vii, but 

they do little more than admit that the figure in Dan. vii 13 points 

to the Messiah like other prophecies (Ps. xxi 6; Jer. xxx 21; Amos 

ix 11; Zech. ix 9), with no emphasis on the Son of man as a super¬ 

human Messiah from heaven, on verse 13 in particular, or on Son 

of man as a messianic title. But Trypho's declaration is hardly 

comparable with these, following immediately as it does on Justin’s 

quotation from Dan. vii; it implies that Dan. vii 13 is fully under¬ 

stood, as in Christian interpretation, to refer to the Son of man- 

Messiah from heaven. The inconsistency of this admission of 

Trypho’s with the notion of a purely human Messiah on the one 

hand, and with the denial ol the Messiah's pre-existence and 

divinity on the other, is evident. It is impossible to reconcile this 

denial with the acceptance of a messianic view of Dan. vii, for 

such a view cannot but imply a supernatural figure, as in 1 Enoch 

37-71 and 2 Esdras 13. We may say, then, that Trypho’s words in 

32.1 cannot be taken to mean that the Jews understood the passage 

x) H. J. Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums (1949), 

78, n. 4, implies that this is valueless as evidence for Jewish views, since it 
is in a Christian book. 

2) SB i. 06 f., 486, 956-959; cf. G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus (1902), 

245-247* 
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to refer to the Messiah J), nor that Trypho himself was convinced 

by Justin’s arguments, because subsequently (in 38 and 48, as we 

have seen) he denies that the Jews thought of the Messiah as a 

celestial and pre-existent being. We are bound to the second 

alternative, that Justin has put these words into Trypho's mouth 

for the sake of the argument. 

That this is the case is fully borne out by a consideration of the 

conceptions, both attributed to the Jew in the Dialogue, of the 

Messiah’s two advents and of his sufferings—conceptions, it should 

be emphasized, closely related to one another. 

If the conclusion reached about the idea of the Son of man is 

correct, confidence is also shaken in those passages where Trypho 

the Jew refers to the sufferings of the Messiah, a conception just as 

characteristic of Christian belief as that of the Son of man, although, 

of course, the idea of a suffering Messiah might, prima facie, be a 

true picture of Jewish belief and an aspect of the expectation of a 

human Messiah. The passage to which appeal is chiefly made reads 

as follows: 

"Then Trypho remarked, ‘.Be assured that all our nation waits for the 
Messiah; and we admit that all the scriptures which you have quoted refer 
to him. Moreover, I also admit that the name of Jesus, by which the son of 
Nave (Nun) was called, has inclined me very strongly to adopt this view. But 
whether the Messiah should be so shamefully crucified, this we arc in doubt 
about. For whosoever is crucified is said in the law to be accursed, so that I 
am exceedingly incredulous on this point. It is quite clear, indeed, that the 
scriptures announce that the Messiah had to suffer; but we wish to learn 
if you can prove to us whether it was by the suffering cursed in the law’. 

"I replied to him, 'If the Messiah was not to suffer, and the prophets 
had not foretold that he would be led to death on account of the sins of the 
people, and be dishonoured and scourged, and reckoned among the trans¬ 
gressors, and be led as a sheep to the slaughter, whose generation, the prophet 
says, no man can declare, then you would have good cause to wonder. But 
if these are to be characteristic of him and mark him out to all, how is it 
possible for us to do anything else than believe in him most confidently ? 
And will not as many as have understood the writings of the prophets, 
whenever they hear merely that he was crucified, say that this is he and no 
other V " (89). 

" 'Bring us on, then', said Trypho, ‘by the scriptures, that we may also 
be persuaded by you; for we know that he should suffer and be led as a 
sheep. But prove to us whether he must be-crucified and die so disgracefully 
and so dishonourably by the death cursed in the law. For we cannot bring 
ourselves even to think of this* " (90.1). 

*) Cf. T. W. Manson, "I do not think that wc can infer anything from this 
passage concerning the Jewish interpretation of Dan. vii current in Justin’s 
day", "The Son of Man in Daniel, Enoch and the Gospels" (1949), Studies 
in the Gospels and Epistles, ed. M. Black (1962), 128. 
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But it wcj^ild be misleading to take this passage in isolation. 

Jeremias *) maintains that Justin's "report seems to be trust¬ 

worthy that the final parting of ways occurred not over the pre¬ 

liminary question of whether the Messiah was 7ra0Y)To<;, but the 

Christian doctrine that he had not only suffered, but died on the 

cross, a death upon which God had laid his curse". But Jeremias 

does not appear to be certain. We must, he says, "be on our guard 

against the statements of an apologist", but they must not "be 

dismissed too lightly". Again, "Justin's statements must not be 

pressed". In fact, the most reasonable assumption is that Justin 

simply attributes to Trypho the stock and authentic Jewish ob¬ 

jection to a crucified Messiah (cf. 1 Cor. i 23). 

Admittedly Trypho elsewhere concedes that the Messiah must 

suffer. 

•‘Let these things be as you say, namely, that it was foretold Messiah 
would suffer, and is called a stone, and after his first advent (7:apouaia), in 
which it had been announced he would suffer, would come in glory and be 
judge finally of all, and eternal king and priest. Now show if this man is he of 
whom these prophecies were made" (36.1). 

"You have sufficently proved by means of the scriptures previously 
quoted by you, that it is declared in the scriptures that the Messiah must 
suffer, and come again with glory, and receive the eternal kingdom over all 
the nations, every kingdom being made subject to him. Now show us that 
this man is he" (39.7). 

The substance of both these utterances is in the main identical, 

with one notable difference. In the former Trypho concedes Justin's 

point of view for the sake of argument, in the latter he goes further 

and confesses himself convinced by Justin's use of scripture. All he 

still demands is proof that the Christian Messiah is the Messiah in 

question. 

*) The Servant of God2, 74; cf. Schurer, op. cit., II. ii. 185; Harnack, 

op. cit., 74, n. 3; W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948), 280 f. 
Opinions on the trustworthiness of Trypho’s utterance as an index to Jewish 
belief in a suffering Messiah continue to differ widely. Henry Scott Holland 

wrote: "Trypho easily allows the suffering of the Christ, though it is hard 
to say whether he held this before Justin’s proofs or not" (art. "St. Justinus 
Martyr", A Dictionary of Christian Biography (ed. W. Smith and H. Wace) 

iii (1882), 584b). But Sjoberg, op. cit., 254 ("Als Zeuge fur den Glauben an 
den leidenden Messias im Judentum sollte Justin ausschciden") agrees with 
older writers like V. H. Stanton (The Jewish and the Christian Messiah 

(1886), 123) in regarding the Dialogue as a very weak witness to Jewish 
belief in a suffering Messiah. C. Guignebert, The Jewish World in the Time 
of Jesus (1939), 148, n.i, is also quite right in taking Trypho’s words as in 
reality those of the apologist himself. 
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In both those' passages we have, in addition to the thought of the 

sufferings of the Messiah, that of his two advents. The combination 

of this latter Christian idea x) with that of the suffering Messiah in 

itself casts serious doubts on the reliability of Trypho’s admission 

in 90.1 that the Messiah must suffer. Is the idea of the Messiah’s 

two advents, one in humility and suffering, the other with glory and 

power, conceivable in Judaism? 

The nearest approach * 2) is to be found in sayings attributed to 

two third-century Rabbis. According to Rabbi Johanan the Messiah 

is for a time driven from his rule by the heathen, and so may be 

said to suffer, but he resumes it again. Rabbi Levi said the last 

redeemer, like the first (Moses) will be revealed and then be hidden 

for a time before his final appearance3). These resemblances, how¬ 

ever, besides being considerably later than the Dialogue, are not 

true parallels at all, because the Messiah already at his (first) co¬ 

ming enters upon his rule, to resume it later after a period of con¬ 

cealment. There is no question of the Messiah, as in Christianity, 

only entering upon his rule after a previous advent attended by 

humility and suffering, much less of a departure into heaven 

before a second victorious advent, it is true that Trypho’s utteran¬ 

ces, in so far as they make no actual reference to the Messiah’s 

exaltation into heaven before his assumption of kingship, might 

conceivably be viewed as in this respect fully in accord with Jewish 

ideas. Moreover, Justin’s report in 68 that the Jewish teachers 

(implying discussions with Jews other than Trypho) agree that the 

scriptures he adduces prove that the Messiah "was to suffer and to 

be worshipped” and that “he will come to suffer and to reign”, 

omits not only this feature but possibly also that of two advents. 

Nevertheless, in view of other passages no reliance whatever can 

in fact be placed on these omissions, as if they implied agreement 

with Jewish belief. 
In the first place, we have already seen that Justin attributes to 

Trypho the expectation of the Son of man from heaven depicted 

9 See Justin's own statements of it in chapters 14, 32, 40, 49, 52, no, and 
cf. Apol. I, 52.3: 860 yap ocOtou 7rapouata<; 7rpoexT]pu2;av ot 7rpo<pyjTai• ptav ptiv, 
T7)v ysvo(jl£vy)v, cx; dTtjxou xal 7ra07)Tou av0pco7rou, t?)v 8s SeuTepav, oxav (jlgtoi 

86^? £<; oupavtuv pera dYyeXixTjc; auxou aTpaTiac; TrapayevYjaecjOaL xcxrjpuxTai. 
2) The doctrine of the two Messiahs is irrelevant unless, as has been held, 

Messiah ben Joseph and Messiah ben David are identical; cf. H. Odeberg, 

3 Enoch (1928), Part II, 145. 
3) SB ii. 284 f.; cf. Sjoberg, op. cit., 87-9. 
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in the vision in Dan. vii. Secondly, 6S includes statements very 

similar to those in 36 and 39, one of which explicitly mentions 

and the other clearly implies the idea of two advents. But it is in 

68.9 that Justin goes so far as to say of the Jewish teachers: 

“And since they are compelled, they agree that whatever scriptures we 
mention to them, which expressly prove that the Messiah was to suffer and 
to be worshipped and (to be called) God, and which I have already recited 
to you, do refer to Messiah, but they venture to assert that this man is not 
the Messiah. But they admit that he will come to suffer l) and to reign 
and to be worshipped as God”. 

How could Jews possibly have believed that the Messiah after his 

sufferings would be worshipped as God? This is patently Christian. 

That the thought of two advents ascribed to Trypho is simply the 

Christian doctrine is finally proved when Justin himself declares: 

“O unreasoning men, understanding not what has been proved by all 
these passages, that two advents (napovaioa) of his have been announced, 
one, in which he is set forth as suffering and inglorious and dishonoured 
and crucified, the second, in which he shall come from heaven with glorv” 
(110.2) *). 

The fact is that Justin has overplayed his role of Christian 

apologist. Trypho is even represented as impressed by the pos¬ 

sibility that the Messiah’s name should be Jesus (89.1, quoted 

earlier). The Dialogue is reliable only when Trypho expresses the 

otherwise known Jewish beliefs in a* Messiah who would be entirely 

human, and who would be hidden for a period before his manifes¬ 

tation to the world. This reliability ceases when it comes to the 

notion not only of a suffering Messiah, but of a Son of man-Messiah 

and of a Messiah who would appear twice, first in humiliation and 

then in power and glory. The messianic ideas expressed by Trypho 

bristle with inconsistencies which no amount of ingenuity can re¬ 

solve into a harmonious picture. This is due to the ill-matched 

combination of genuinely Jewish beliefs and of Christian doctrines 

which Justin has put into Trypho’s mouth for apologetic purposes. 

x) “The earliest evidence for the belief that Messiah suffers appears to be 
Pesiqta Rabbathi on Zecli. ix 9. As it now stands this seems to be from about 
the ninth century A.D.”, Shotwell, op. cit., 76. 

2) aXoyicxoi, pY) ouvievxec;, 07rep Sia 7ravxwv xwv X<$ycov a7ro&£$Ei,xxai, 6x1 8uo 

7rapouatai auxou xaxTjYyEXp^vat. Eiat* pda pev, ev fj naOr^bt; xai a8o£o<; xai &xipt.os 

xal aTaupotifxevos XEXYjpuxxai, 7) 8b Ssuxspa, ev pLsxa 8647)(; arro xcov oupavcov 

7rap£axat. Compare with this the closely similar passage in Apol. I, 52.3 
quoted above on page 304, note 1. 

Novum Testamentum, IX 
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Allusions to the Messianic Idea 

in the Pentateuch and Former Prophets 

by JOSEPH KLAUSNER 

JEWISH SCRIPTURAL interpretation and Christian theology join 

together in one aspiration—to find the Messianic idea in many Biblical 

passages where in truth there is not even a hint of it. In the very first 

chapters of the Book of Genesis, ancient Jewish and Christian scholars 

found such Messianic prophecies. In the curse upon the serpent (Gen. 

3:14-15), especially in the words, “They shall bruise thy head and 

thou shalt bruise their heel,” both the Targum attributed to Jonathan 

ben Uzziel and the Targum Yerushalmi saw an indication that the 

people Israel would conquer Sammael “in the days of the King- 

Messiah.” Correspondingly, the church father Irenaeus found that 

these words indicated the Christian redeemer: it is the seed of the 

woman which is the enemy of the serpent, the serpent being Satan and 

the impulse to evil (“And I will put enmity between thee and the 

woman, and between thy seed and her seed”); and if the serpent, that 

is, Satan, shall bruise man first (“head”), then finally (“heel”) man 

shall bruise him. Also in the blessing by Noah, “Blessed be the LORD, 

the God of Shem. . . . God shall enlarge Japheth and he shall dwell 

in the tents of Shem” (Gen. 9:26-27), the theologians have sought to 

find a hint of the Messiah, who will come forth from Shem and 

through whom the sons of Japheth also will acknowledge the God 

of Shem.1 The Christian theologians actually find a hint like this in 

1 See in the book of Castelli, 11 Messia, pp. 37-38, and especially Note 1 on 

P- 37- 
26 
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the promises: UA prophet will the LORD thy God raise up unto thee, 

from the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like unto me”; and “I will 

raise them up a prophet from among their brethren, like unto thee, 

and I will put iMy words in his mouth” (Deut. 18:15 and 18);2 also 

in the “Redeemer’’ in Job (19:25): “I know that my Redeemer liveth, 

and at the last He will rise upon the dust.” 

All these examples, and very many more like them, are theological 

interpretations, which it is fitting merely to mention before we pass 

on to the matter of genuinely Messianic Biblical passages. When we 

reach the Talmudic period, which coincides in time with the rise of 

Christianity, we shall be forced to concern ourselves again with 

interpretations like these, since they greatly influenced the people of 

that period. They had historical value, therefore, only in a very late 

time. Biblical verses of this kind, which were mistakenly considered to 

be Messianic, had a significant Messianic influence upon people of 

later generations; but at the time when they were written they had no 

Messianic purpose. 

However, there are verses which, although considered Messianic 

only through error and by interpretation, nevertheless have a definite 

value in the history of the development of the Messianic idea from the 

beginning. They, likewise, did not exhibit a clear Messianic intent; 

yet they were the embryonic material from which the Messianic idea 

was afterward formed, under the influence of historical events. Such 

are, first of all, the verses containing the blessing of the LORD upon 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: 

And I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee and make 
thy name great, and be thou a blessing . . . and in thee shall all the 
families of the earth be blessed (Gen. 12:2-3). 

And I will multiply thy seed as the stars of heaven . . . and by thy seed 
shall all nations of the earth bless themselves (Gen. 26:4). 

And thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth. . . . And in thee and in thy 
seed shall all the families of the earth be blessed (Gen. 28:14). 

2 See John 5:46; 6:14; 7:40; Acts 3:22; 7:37. Cf. also Matt. 11:3; 17:5; Luke 
7:19, 9:35. For details see Hiihn, Die messian. \Veissag. I, pp. 141-143. 
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If we find in most of the Messianic expectations of the prophetic 

period, on the one hand, the prophetic promise that the people Israel 

will spread and increase and attain earthly happiness, and on the 

other hand, that Israel will be a light to the nations and from its land 

will go forth instruction to all peoples—then the embryonic material 

of these Messianic expectations is already to be found in the verses 

just cited. All the nations of the earth and all the families of mankind 

will be blessed by Israel—this is the kind of prophetic promise which 

has a nationalistic and universalistic quality at one and the same time; 

in other words, that quality which belongs to the Messianic idea in 

its entirety. 

Thus it is also with the verses “Then ye shall be Mine own treasure 

from among all peoples,” and “Ye shall be unto Me a kingdom of 

priests and a holy nation” (Exodus 19:5-6). This is not the Messianic 

expectation as it was pictured later, but from expressions like these 

the national and universal Messianic expectation grew. It is impos¬ 

sible to determine with certainty when these verses were written. 

But in all probability they preceded the writings of those prophets 

whose books are preserved to us, since according even to the most 

extreme Biblical critics the verses quoted belong to the Yahwist (J) 

and Elohist (E) sources, which preceded by a considerable time 

Amos and Hosea.3 Therefore it is possible to see in these verses and 

verses like them the basis upon which little by little all Jewish Mes- 

sianism was built. So from this point of view these verses have great 

importance in the history of the Messianic idea. 

Of similar importance also are the well known verses (II Sam. 

7:8-16 and I Chron. 17:7-14) in which Nathan the prophet assures 

David, “Thy throne shall be established forever” and “Thy house 

and thy kingdom shall be made sure forever.” During his discourse 

the prophet says: “And I will appoint a place for My people Israel, 

and I will plant them, that they may dwell in their own place . . . 

neither shall the children of wickedness afflict them any more, as at 

the first” (II Sam. 7:10). If the Messianic idea in the prophetic period 

and in all later periods is almost never portrayed without mentioning 

“the kingdom of the house of David,” and the name “son of David” 

3 See O. Eissfeldt, Hexateucb-Synopse, Leipzig, 1922, pp. 19% 48*, 52-53*. 
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(or even “David”) became almost the essential personal name of the 

Messiah 4—then we can see that the belief in the victory of the house 

of David and in its everlasting sovereignty is already to be found in 

these verses.5 

Traces of the belief that the Messiah will come forth from the 

house of David and that his kingdom will be an everlasting kingdom 

are also sought by Jewish and Christian theologians in the Blessing of 

Jacob, as bestowed upon Judah (Gen. 49:10): 

The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, 
Nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, 
Until Shiloh come; 
And unto him shall the obedience of the peoples be. 

A whole literature has been written about this verse, and there is 

even a good-sized book on the different interpretations of the word 

“Shiloh.” 6 Undoubtedly the part of the verse in which this word 

appears is very difficult to explain. The majority of modern Biblical 

exegetes read, according to the Targums Onkelos and Yerushalmi, 

the Syriac Peshitto, the translations of Aquila and Symmachus, and 

the interpretations of Rashi and Abravanel, not “Shiloh” but “sbello” 

(the one to whom), and consider superfluous the words “and unto 

him” which follow Shiloh; they are only an interpretative addition 

to the expression “until shall come the one to whom shall be the 

obedience (that is, submission) of the peoples” (“peoples” meaning, 

as many times in the Bible, the tribes of Israel). This interpretation 

is particularly supported by the Septuagint, which translated “until 

Shiloh come” by cws av e\By ra a7roKCLfjLeva avrw.7 But this interpretation, 

in spite of the fact that there is a certain scientific foundation for it, 

is not acceptable. 

It is likewise difficult to consider the text in error and to read with 

Gressmann 8 vioshcloh (his ruler) instead of “Shiloh.” Nearer the 

4 Sec above, pp. 20-21. 
5 Sec on this, E. Koenig, Die messian. Weissag. d. AT., 1923, pp. 132—142. 
6 A. Poznansky, Scbiloh: Ein Beitrag zar Geschicbte der Alessiaslebre, Leipzig, 

1904. 
7 “Unril shall come the things stored up for him.” See the book of Stadc* 

Geschicbte des Volkes Israel, I, i^Sff. 
8 H. Gressmann, Escbatologie, pp. 263, 287. 
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truth is another interpretation, according to which the meaning in¬ 

tended in the word “Shiloh” is Solomon, the son of David. “Shiloh” 

is from the root SHLH, which is related both in meaning and in 

origin to the root SHLM, from which the name “Solomon” (She- 

lomoh in Hebrew) is formed.9 And since all recent scholars con¬ 

clude that the Blessing of Jacob was not composed before the period 

of the monarchy, it may be conjectured that it was composed in the 

time of Solomon. After the brilliant victories of David, which sub¬ 

dued many peoples, “the kingdom was established in the hand of 

Solomon,” according to the witness of Scripture (I Kings 2:46). He 

did not have to fight any more; the submission of neighboring peo¬ 

ples was assured (compare “the rod that smote thee,” Isa. 14:29). If 

we remember the promise of Nathan the prophet, mentioned above, 

the words in this verse will be understood in their plain meaning: 

“The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from 

between his feet, until Shiloh (Solomon) comes, and unto him shall 

be the obedience (submission) of the peoples.” To be sure, Judah, 

like any of the larger tribes, always had rulers and lawgivers for it¬ 

self; but the tribe of Judah had “the obedience of the peoples” only 

in the time of Solomon. There are no Messianic allusions, therefore, 

in this verse;10 yet it is one of those Biblical passages upon which 

were based the Messianic expectations of later times. It, like the words 

of Nathan the prophet, strengthened the faith that the kingdom of 

the house of David would endure forever, rising up time after time 

to return to its pristine glory.11 

From the same period and of the same nature are the well known 

verses in the section on Balaam: 

I see him, but not now; 

I behold him, but not nigh; 

There shall step forth 12 a star out of Jacob, 

And a sceptre shall rise out of Israel, 

And shall smite through the comers of Moab, 

9 The Christian theologian Hengstenberg has already translated “Shiloh” by 
the name Friedrich, i.e., man of pence and security. 

10 In spite of the opinion of Gressmann (op. cit., p. 288), who thinks the old 
traditional view—that we have here a Messianic promise—correct. 

11 See also Castelli, op. cit., pp. 38-41. 
12 Wellhausen reads zdrah, “shine forth.” 
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And break down all the sons of Seth. 
And Edom shall be a possession, 
Seir also, even his enemies,13 shall be a possession; 
While Israel doeth valiantly. 
And out of Jacob shall one have dominion 
And shall destroy the remnant from the city. 

(Numbers 24:17-19). 

All this was interpreted in a Messianic sense by the early Chris¬ 

tians.14 But more especially did the Sages of the Talmud see Mes¬ 

sianic indications in them. It is well known that Rabbi Akiba said of 

Simon ben-Coziba, “A star has gone forth out of Jacob”; from this 

circumstance, apparently, this Messiah acquired the name Bar- 

Cochba, “son of a star.” 15 But actually, these words refer to David.10 

This is what is called in Latin vaticmittm ex eventn (prophecy out of 

the event). David was the first to conquer Edom; he also struck Moab 

a decisive blow. 

In the same passage, a little before the verses just discussed (Nunt 

24:7), there is mention of Agag (“his king shall be higher than 

Agag”),17 who was conquered and all but destroyed by Saul, as is 

well known. Some verses farther on (Num. 24:20-24), Amalek and 

its downfall are mentioned (“Amalek was the first of the nations, 

but his end shall come to destruction”); there is also mention of the 

victory of Asshur (Assyria) over the Kenites (“Nevertheless the 

Kenite shall be wasted, until Asshur shall carry thee away captive”); 

likewise of ships from the island of Cyprus (“Kittim,” in Assyrian 

“Gutium”) which shall harass Asshur (“But ships shall come from 

the coast of Kittim, and shall afflict Asshur”). All this shows that it is 

13 In the opinion of many Biblical scholars, the words “his enemies” belong to 
the end of the verse thus: “from the city of his enemies.” 

n See Matt. 2:2; Luke 1:78; Acts 22:16. 
15 Yer. Taanith, Chap. 4, Hal. 8; Lamentations Rabbah on the text “The LORD 

hath swallowed up” (2:2). See J. Klausner, When a Nation Fights for Its Free- 
dom [in Hebrew], 5th ed., Tel-Aviv, 5707 [1947], pp. 167-169, in contrast to 
S. Yeivin, The War of Bar-Cochba [in Hebrew], Jerusalem, 5706, pp. 54-56. 

18 See Rashi and Ibn-Ezra on this passage; the Christian scholar Grotius also 
agrees with this view. In the opinion of Sellin (H eilandserwartung, 1909, pp. 10- 
12), this is a Messianic prophecy even earlier than the time of David, since a 
king is not mentioned in it, and it is very difficult in its idioms. 

17 In the Scptuaginc “Gog” is written in place of this. But “Gog” came to 
Ezekiel from an ancient legend (Sellin, op. citp. 10). 
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impossible to date the Balaam passages before the period of David and 

Solomon.18 And everything which we find in all these passages was 

realized in David, as has already been observed by medieval Jewish 

interpreters. There is no doubt, therefore, that it is impossible to 

consider these passages as Messianic in themselves. But also there is 

no doubt, in my opinion, that the exaggerated hopes about the glorious 

future of the people Israel, its greatness, its power, and its broad area 

of authority in days to come, as expressed in these verses, are the 

embryonic material out of which was afterward formed the Messianic 

idea in all its majesty and splendor. 

Also considered as Messianic are those passages in the Books of 

Leviticus and Deuteronomy which contain the conditional blessing 

and curse (Lev. 26:3-45; Deut. 28:1-68, also Deut. 30:3-10) and 

which, according to the opinion of Biblical critics, are later than 

the first of the writing prophets. The Tannaitic Midrash, Siphra, on 

the section Behukkothai (“In My Statutes/’ beginning at Lev. 26:3), 

interprets all the words of the blessing as referring to the Messianic 

age.19 In a certain sense this is correct. The great good, which God will 

pour out upon His people in the Messianic age, will come only as a 

result of the keeping of the statutes. Such was the opinion of the 

prophets and such is also the opinion of many of the Sages of the 

Talmud.20 But still more Messianic is the assurance that comes after 

the terrific rebuke: “And yet for all that, when they are in the land 

of their enemies, I will not reject them, neither will I abhor them, to 

destroy them utterly, and to break my covenant with them; for I am 

the LORD their God,” and so on (Lev. 26:44). This is the great 

promise, that the people Israel will endure forever, and after all the 

misery which it will undergo for its iniquities, it will rouse itself and 

be restored to its pristine glory. This matter is thoroughly explained 

in the Book of Deuteronomy: 

19 Against the opinions of David Kahana in his treatise Introduction to the 
Balaam Passage [in Hebrew] (Lvov, 5643 [1883]), of Sellin (see the preceding 
note), and of Hommel in his book Die altisraelitische Ueberlieferung in in- 
schriftlicher Beleuchtung, Miinchen, 1897. 

19 See below, Part II, Chap. X. 
20 See below, Part III, Chap. IV. 
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Then the LORD thy God will turn thy captivity, and have compassion 
upon thee, and will return and gather thee from all the peoples, whither 
the LORD thy God hath scattered thee. If any of thine that are dispersed 
be in the uttermost parts of heaven, from thence will the LORD thy God 
gather thee, and from thence will He fetch thee. And the LORD thy God 
will bring thee into the land which thy fathers possessed, and thou shalt 
possess it; and He will do thee good, and multiply thee above thy fathers 
(Dcut. 30:3-5). 

The idea of “the return to Zion”—that hope of redemption and 

faith in the return of the natives to their own country, which is the 

cornerstone of the Jewish Messianic ideal—is found here almost in its 

entirety. This is not at all surprising. The Book of Deuteronomy is 

not earlier than the books of those prophets whose prophecies were 

collected together and preserved to us. Verses such as “The LORD 

will bring thee, and thy king whom thou shalt set over thee, unto a 

nation that thou hast not known, thou nor thy fathers” (Deut. 28:36) 

do not allow the possibility of dating the Book of Deuteronomy in its 

entirety before the fall of Samaria (individual elements could be more 

ancient). In the Book of Leviticus—of which the “rebuke section” is 

later even than Deuteronomy, in the opinion of Biblical critics (upon 

which doubt may still be cast), who attribute it to the Priestly Code 

—the idea of “the return to Zion” is not expressed with complete 

clarity. Nevertheless, a Messianic expectation is also to be seen in the 

assurance, “When they are in the land of their enemies, I will not re¬ 

ject them, neither will I abhor them, to destroy them utterly, and to 

break my covenant with them.” Not yet here—nor in the Book of 

Deuteronomy—is the hope that a period of universal bliss and general 

ethical perfection will come upon mankind. Also still lacking is any 

hint of a personal Messiah. But already here is a strong hope that the 

Jewish nation will not sink down in sin and be lost among the Gentile 

nations. 
With a strong hand and an outstretched arm, the LORD will rule 

over His nation, according to the words of Ezekiel. He will force it, 

by severe troubles and afflictions, to offer complete repentance. Then 

He will renew His covenant with it, which is to say that He will re¬ 

store it to its own land and to its pristine glory, and it will again be “a 
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kingdom of priests and a holy nation.” This is not only the nucleus 

from which grew many other Messianic expectations; it is the corner¬ 

stone of the hope for revival.21 Moreover, the well known conception 

of “the birth pangs of the Messiah,” to precede the future redemption, 

is already embodied in these passages, which are not so early, yet in 

any case contain an early prophetic deposit. 

The fact that we did not find the Messianic idea expressed in all its 

fullness at a time earlier than the period of the monarchy cannot be 

considered a contradiction of the opinion expressed above,22 that the 

Messianic idea is the result of the history of afflictions which began 

for Israel in its early youth, and that the personal Messiah is the 

product of the early traditions about Moses, the first redeemer. The 

Messianic idea is a complex of hopes for the future; it can, therefore, 

be embodied only in the words of prophecy. And there are almost 

no words of prophecy left to us from before the period of the mon- 

archy, in spite of the fact that undoubtedly there were prophets in 

Israel before this period. In the Pentateuch and in the Former Prophets 

it is not possible even to seek for hopes for the future based on the 

Messianic idea, because these books are not collections of prophetic 

visions, but compilations of popular traditions, histories, and legends. 

To be sure, in places in the Pentateuch and Former Prophets where 

prophetic oracles do occur, we have found indications of Messianic 

expectations.23 

This and one other thing. 

The Messianic idea, whatever its origin, was not created in a day as 

we have it now. It grew, it developed little by little, while various 

periods of time passed by. Undoubtedly, in the early period there was 

yearning for a Messiah—a simple longing to be redeemed from vic¬ 

torious and oppressive enemies; I have already indicated above that 

every one of the judges was a temporary Messiah for his tribe or for 

21 See Castelli, op. cit., pp. 41-43. On the passages wrongly thought to be 
Messianic, see in general in this book, pp. 34-76; also Hiihn, op. cit.y I, 134-156. 
On the Psalms which are wrongly considered to be Messianic, and on “the 
servant of the LORD” in Isa. 52-53, I shall speak in the following chapters. 

22 See above, Chap. II, pp. 19-22. 

23 Such an indication may possibly be found also in the last verse of the prayer 
of Hannah (I Sam. 2:10). J 
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a group of tribes.24 In the time of David and Solomon this longing 

was increased and extended. But the Messianic idea did not reach its 

highest development before the time of Amos and Hosea. This is in 

the nature of things. The prophets had to reach an exceedingly great 

height in order that the Messianic ideal might become broad and 

lofty, spiritual and universal. I have already said that the personal 

Messiah has in him both kingly and prophetic attributes. Thus the 

more the prophetic standard was elevated, the more the whole Mes¬ 

sianic idea was exalted and ennobled. 

I did wish to emphasize one thing at the end of this chapter: if we 

see that Amos and Hosea—and a little later Isaiah and Micah—al¬ 

ready had a very highly developed Messianic ideal, then we vmst 

suppose that this ideal was not born at one moment, but developed 

during the course of several generations before the time of Jeroboam 

II (son of Joash) and Uzziah son of Amaziah. And in at least half of 

the Messianic verses cited in the present chapter can be seen, in my 

opinion, those elements from which grew all those lofty Messianic 

expectations that are the glory and pride of Hebrew prophecy in its 

golden age.25 

24 See above, p. 19. 
25 These ideas, which were completely new when I published them for the 

first time (in Ha-Sbiloah, Vol. 12, of the year 1903), have become acceptable 
views in recent years, owing to the researches of Gunkel, Gressmann, Sellin, 
Eichrodt, Kittel, et alwho of course, to our sorrow, did not read modern 

Hebrew. 
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(C. 167-164 B.C.E.) 1 

by JOSEPH KLAUSNER 

AFTER “THE day of small things,” lasting from the time of Ezra 

and Nehcmiah almost to the middle of the Seleucid period, “the day 

of big things” came back. For “the small things”—as they appeared 

to the eye—prepared for and made possible the larger things. At the 

end of the Persian period (424-333) Judah gradually bestirred her¬ 

self out of her depressed condition; during the rule of Alexander 

the Great and his successors (333-301) and the rule of the Ptolemies in 

Judah (301-19S), Judah began to flourish; and during the rule of 

the first Seleucids (198-175) she achieved prosperity and wealth (the 

Tobiads). 

This material success brought in its wake a vigorous cultural de¬ 

velopment: at that time were composed many of the Psalms, the 

Song of Songs, ICoheleth, Esther, Ben-Sira. Jewish “Wisdom,” having 

become at that time a kind of world-view mediating between 

theology, philosophy, and the practical understanding of life, was 

deepened and rounded out by the Greek thought which had pene¬ 

trated into Palestine. The life of the individual became richer and 

fuller, a spirit of case was felt in the land, and the space within the 

1 Actually, it would be proper to give here the Messianic expectations in the 
Book of Ben-Sira, which in any case cannot be later than the years 200-180, and 
so is prior to the Book of Daniel; but I do not wish to mix the Apocryphal and 
Pseudepigraphical books with those that were received within the canon of Holv 
Scripture. J 
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walls with which Ezra and Nchemiah had surrounded their people 

became too restricted for the Jewish aristocracy. 

Hellenism, which brought with it the beautified and broadened life, 

also brought much licentiousness: the acceptance of a foreign culture 

is always accompanied by a certain superficiality and frivolousness, 

inasmuch as it is hard to penetrate to the heart of the foreign culture, 

which is the fruit of the historical development, the racial characteris¬ 

tics, and the peculiar life-circumstances of the foreign people; but 

it is very easy to adopt the external symbols of the foreign culture. 

So it has been always and everywhere, and so it was also in Judah 

in Ptolemaic and Selcucid times. In the time of Seleucus IV Philopator 

(187-175), the overseer of the Temple, Simon [or Simeon], “Prince 

of the Sanctuary,” incited Heliodorus against the Temple treasury 

and against Onias III; and in the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes 

(175-164), Yeshua-Jason bought the high-priesthood for money and 

established a gymnasium in Jerusalem (174-171); then Mcnelaus paid 

a higher price for the high-priesthood and received it from the king 

(171-170). 

Antiochus came to Jerusalem during his first campaign against 

Egypt (170) and plundered the Temple. In the year 168 he sent to 

Jerusalem Apollonius, who conducted massacres in the cities of 

Judah, forced people to violate the religious laws (after greater Hel- 

lenization they violated them willingly), stopped the continual burnt- 

offerings, and on the 15th of'Kislev (168) set up “the detestable 

thing that causeth appalment” [Dan. 11:31, 12:11] beside the altar, 

upon which on the 25th of Kislcv was offered as a sacrifice—a swine. 

The whole land, which had been fairly quiet for three hundred years, 

was filled with the moans of the tortured. The betrayers increased, 

but along with them the “pious” (Hasidim) and the holy, who ac¬ 

tually died the death of martyrs; also “they that turn the many to 

righteousness” [Dan. 12:3], that is, those who aroused others to 

stand by their convictions and to die for the sanctity of Judaism, 

which at that time was already a complete and lofty world-view. 

Mattithiah [Mattathias] son of Yohanan Hashmonai [John Has- 

moneus] arose as one that would “turn the many to righteousness” 

with sword in hand (167-166). He was followed by his son Judah 
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the Maccabcc [Judas Maccabeus], who even during the first two 

years of his political activity (166-164) was able to accomplish such 

great things as to amaze with his prowess Jews and Syrians alike. It 

was apparent that with a little more effort he would succeed in gain¬ 

ing control of the city and the sanctuary and in restoring Judaism to 

its former dignity. 

And in the natal hour of great things like this, as in every hour of 

great men and extraordinary events, there appeared a great new book 

—great in its value for the time and for future generations. This book 

is the one we now have bearing the name “the Book of Daniel.” 

Ezekiel (14:14, 20) speaks of three righteous men, “Noah, Daniel, 

and Job”; and in another place (28:3) he says to the prince of Tyre, 

“Behold, thou art wiser than Daniel!” From these passages it appears 

clear that this Daniel was famous in the nation in Ezekiel’s time as 

a righteous man and a great sage; could this be the Daniel of whom 

it is related in the Book of Daniel (1:1-6) that he was brought to 

Babylon as a youth “in the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim”? 

Ezekiel went into exile with the exile of Jehoiachin and began to 

prophesy in the fifth year of this exile, being then, apparently, thirty 

years of age (Ezck. 1:1—2); and if he had previously prophesied in 

Jerusalem he was then all the more not a youth. Thus he was not in 

any case younger than Daniel. So how could he speak of Daniel as 

being a righteous and wise man famous in his own time, and mention 

him immediately after Noah? Now most scholars have concluded 

that the reference is to “Danel,” the righteous judge in the Ugaritic 

texts. 

Moreover, the author of the Book of Daniel could not have been 

a prophet of the time of the Babylonian exile and the return to Zion 

—for various reasons. First, the historical data in Daniel in everything 

having to do with the time of the Babylonian exile and the Persian 

empire arc full of startling errors: the conquest of Jehoiakim by 

Nebuchadrezzar is not mentioned in Kings at all, and from II Chron¬ 

icles (36:3, 10) it appears that Nebuchadrezzar came up against him 

not in the third year of his reign but at the end of it; Belshazzar is 

here the son of Nebuchadrezzar, ruling after him (5:2, 11), while in 

fact the king after Nebuchadrezzar was Evil-Merodach his son, and 

202 



DANIEL 225 

Belshazzar was the first-born son of Nabunaid; Darius is called “the 

Mcde” (6:1, Eng. 5:31, and 11:1) and “Darius the son of Ahasucrus 

of the seed of the Medes” (9:1), while actually he was a Persian and 

not the son of Ahasuerus at all; only four kings arise in Persia after 

Darius the Mede or including him (11:2), while in fact seven kings 

ruled after him. 

In contrast to this we find in Daniel 8 and 11 almost exact details 

of the events that took place from the time of Alexander the Great 

to Antiochus Epiphanes. We find here “the king of Greece,” who 

conquers the kings of Persia and Media, and at his death “his kingdom 

. . . shall be divided toward the four winds of heaven” (the four 

kingdoms that were founded after the death of Alexander the Great, 

particularly after the battle of Ipsus in the year 301); the wars of 

“the kings of the south” (the Ptolemies) with “the kings of the north” 

(the Seleucids) in the time of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-247) 

and Antiochus II Theos (261-247) and following; the doings of 

Antiochus IV Epiphanes in all his relations with Egypt and Judah, 

the stoppage of the continual burnt-offering, the setting-up of “the 

detestable thing that causeth appalment,” those who “do wickedly 

against the covenant,” and the “wise among the people” who “cause 

the many to understand”; and even the “little help” with which these 

“wise” ones have been helped by Mattathias and Judas (11:7-42). 

Only the end of Antiochus is not known clearly by the author of the 

Book of Daniel,2 and he also does not yet know exactly the time of 

the dedication of the Temple by Judas Maccabeus.3 All these things 

demonstrate that we have before us not a prophet of the time of the 

2 According to 11145, Antiochus should have died approaching Palestine, but 
he actually died at the end of the year 164 in a distant Persian city. See on this 
Buddc, Geschichte der althebr. Litt., pp. 328-330; Stcucrnagcl, Einlemmg, pp. 560- 
661; Bcrnfcld, Introduction, II, 201-222; J. Klausncr, History of the Second 
Temple, III, 36, Note 1. Bcrnfeld goes so far as to agree with Lagardc that Daniel 
7 was written at the time of the siege of Jerusalem by the Emperor Vespasian (op. 
cit.y II, 215-220). See in detail H. H. Rowley, Darius the Mede and the Four 
World Empires in the Book of Daniel, Cardiff, 1935. 

3 Sec Schiircr, Geschichte, III4, 264-265. And not according to the opinion of 
Hiihn, Die messiem. Weissag., I, 77, Note 7, that in Daniel 8:14 the Dedication is 
already indicated, since actually the words “then shall the sanctuary be vic¬ 
torious’* [or “cleansed”] arc only a hope for the future, like the rest of the verses 
containing computations, and not an account of an established fact (sec on this 
Marti, Daniely 1901, p. 60). 
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Babylonian exile, but an apocalyptist of the time of Antiochus Epiph- 

anes, who composed his book near the year 164 b.c.e. (approximately 

167-166 B.C.E.). 

Second, it is said in the Book of Daniel that the time has come “to 

seal [finish] vision and prophet” (9:24)—something that could not 

have been said in the days of Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah. In the Book 

of Daniel the angels are called by personal names: “the man Gabriel” 

(9:21) and “Michael, the great prince who standeth for the children 

of thy people” (12:1; 10:21). Also in it are “the prince of the king¬ 

dom of Persia” and “the prince of Greece” (10:13, 20)- ^ (12:2) 

comes for the first time the belief in the resurrection of the dead in a 

clear and decisive form. And finally, in it Daniel is praised because he 

did not defile himself with the king’s food and wine, but was nourished 

only by vegetables and water (1:8-16); and because “his windows 

were open in his upper chamber toward Jerusalem, and he kneeled 

upon his knees three times a day and prayed and gave thanks before 

his God” (6:11). 

Third, in its Hebrew language occur late words such as miqtsath 

(part, 1:2), hctyyeb (endanger, 1:10); hcithakh in the sense of “de¬ 

termine” or “decree” (9:24), rasham (inscribe, 10:21), hattamid in 

the sense of “the continual burnt-offering” (8:11), and so on. Its 

Aramaic language is later than that of Ezra. And finally, there are in 

it Greek words, such as kaitheros [lyre], sumponeyah [bagpipe or 

dulcimer] and pesemterin [psaltery] (3:5)/ 

Fourth, the Book of Daniel stands in the collection of the Prophets 

after Ezekiel only in the Scptuagint, while in the Hebrew, the original 

Holy Scriptures, it stands not among the Prophets but among the 

Writings—which clearly proves that it was written at a late date, 

when the collection of the Prophets was already finished and closed. 

Only the Gospels4 5 call the author of the book “Daniel the prophet,” 

while in ancient Jewish literature he is not considered as a prophet, or 

at least he is not called by that name. Finally, Ben-Sira, who speaks 

much of Noah (44:17-18) and mentions Job (49:9) along with 

4 See the brief introduction to the commentary on the Book of Daniel by Meir 
Lambert (The Bible 'with Scientific Commentary, ed. A. Kahana), Kiev, 1906. 

5 Matt. 24:15; Mark 13:14. 
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Ezekiel,0 does not notice Daniel (who comes in Ezekiel along with 

Noah and Job, as mentioned above) with even one word. 

If we* take these facts into consideration, we must confess that the 

Daniel mentioned in Ezekiel, or the Daniel mentioned in Ezra (8:2) 

as one of those returning from exile and in Nehemiah (10:7) as one 

of those making the covenant and setting their seal upon it, could 

not have been the author of the book before us. The actual author 

of this book lived in the time of the persecution by Antiochus 

Epiphanes, as was already recognized by Porphyry (233-305 c.e.) 

almost seventeen centuries ago;7 and in order to strengthen the 

people in their faith, he felt the urge to tell them, in a series of scrolls, 

about Daniel, who also suffered persecution for his religion, and in 

whose time also certain kings (Nebuchadrezzar, Belshazzar, and 

Darius) forbade the observance of the ceremonial laws, showed 

impudence toward God, and plundered the vessels of the Temple, just 

as Antiochus had done in their own time. This author perceived from 

the beginning the troubles that would come upon Israel, but he also 

foresaw by the Holy Spirit that the troubles would not be prolonged 

and that salvation was soon to come.8 Thus Daniel became the pro¬ 

genitor of two new types of literature that flourished like mush¬ 

rooms from Hasmoncan times until the rebellion of Bar-Cochba: 

(1) the “outside books” in general, which are called the “Pseudcpig- 

rapha” because they are attributed to ancient worthies (the Book of 

Enoch, the Book of Baruch, IV Ezra, and so on); and (2) the special 

kind of these books called by the name “revelation” or “apocalypse” 

because they contain prophecy of the future in the form of “revela¬ 

tions,” “visions,” and “appearances” filled with enigmatic figures of 

c See what has been written on this by David Kahana in his article, “The 
Hebrew Bcn-Sira and Its Texts” [in Hebrew] (Ha-Shiloab, XVIII, 366). 

7 This fact has been transmitted to us by one of the Church Fathers, Jerome 
(Prologits in Danielem)\ also in his commentary on Daniel 7:7 (Ed. Migne, Col. 

53°) • 

8 There is, to be sure, an opinion that Daniel 1-6 was written at the time of 
the Babylonian exile and afterward by the earlier Daniel, while only Daniel 
7-12 was composed in the time of Antiochus. But it is difficult to agree with 
this, since there is already found in Daniel 2 “the Vision of the Four Kingdoms,” 
of which the fourth is undoubtedly the kingdom of Greece (Schiirer, op. tit., 
Ill4, 265), and this vision is completely parallel with Daniel 7 (Buddc, op. cit.y 
pp. 332-333). See also Rowley, op. cit., pp. 2-5, 176-178. 

205 



228 THE MESSIANIC IDEA IN ISRAEL 

speech, which arc actually a review of what is past, but purport to be 

a look into the future, a glimpse of things to come.0 

From what we have said, it follows as a matter of course that al¬ 

most all of Daniel is Messianic in spirit; but Chapters 2, 6-9, and 12 

are Messianic in essence. 

In Chapter 2 there comes as the interpretation of the dream of 

Nebuchadrezzar by Daniel “the vision of the four kingdoms.” The 

first kingdom is that of Nebuchadrezzar (kingdom of Babylonia), the 

second is the kingdom of Media (the author of the Book of Daniel 

thought that Darius the Mede preceded Cyrus the Persian), the third 

is the kingdom of Persia, and the fourth is the kingdom of Greece, 

which will be “a divided kingdom” (2:41): the kingdom of Greece 

will be divided into the kingdom of the Ptolemies and the kingdom of 

the Seleucids. 

And in the days of those kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom, 
which shall never be destroyed; nor shall the kingdom be left to another 
people; it shall break in pieces and consume all these kingdoms, but it 
shall stand for ever (2:44). 

This kingdom is the ,world-fwide Messianic kingdom. It is described 

in more brilliant colors in the dream of Daniel in Chapter 7, which is 

known as “the vision of the four beasts.” 

Four beasts come up from the sea. The first beast is a lion—the 

kingdom of Babylonia, the strongest of the kingdoms; the second is 

a bear—the kingdom of Media; the third is a leopard—the kingdom 

of Persia; and the fourth beast, “diverse from all the beasts that were 

before it,” “dreadful and terrible and strong exceedingly, having 

great iron teeth, devouring and breaking in pieces and stamping the 

remains with its feet,” and equipped with “ten horns” (7:7), is the 

kingdom of Greece. Its ten horns arc the ten kings (as known to the 

author of the Book of Daniel) that ruled from Alexander the Great 

to Antiochus Epiphancs. In the opinion of most interpreters they 

are: Alexander the Great, Seleucus I (Nicator), Antiochus I (Soter), 

Antiochus II (Theos), Seleucus II (Callinicus), Seleucus III (Ccr- 

9 See for details on this J. Klausncr, “Outside Books” [in Hebrew] (Otsar 
ha-Yahadut, Hoveret le-Dogvia, Warsaw, 1906, pp. 97ff.). 
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aunus), Antiochus III (the Great), Heliodorus, Selcucus IV (Phil- 

opator), and Demetrius I (Soter).10 
From the midst of these ten horns comes forth “another horn, a 

little one” (7:8), or, as it is said farther on in Hebrew, “a little horn” 

(8:9), in which are “eyes like the eyes of a man, and a mouth speaking 

great things” (7:8). However, the LORD, the “ancient of days,” 

sits upon His throne for judgment and books are opened, the horn 

speaks “great words,” but “because of the voice” of these words (that 

is, as a punishment for them) the beast is slain, its body is destroyed, 

and it is given to be completely burned with fire; as for the rest of the 

beasts, only their dominion is taken away, while their lives are “pro¬ 

longed for a season and a time” (7:9-12). Then the scene continues 

thus: 

I saw in visions of the night, 
And behold there came with the clouds of heaven 
One like unto a son of man, 
And he came even to the Ancient of days. 
And he was brought near before Him. 
And there was given him dominion, 
And glory, and a kingdom, 
That all the peoples, nations, and languages 
Should serve him; 
His dominion is an everlasting dominion, 

which shall not pass away, 
And his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed (7:13-14). 

Daniel asks one of those standing before the LORD to tell him the 

interpretation of the matter, and this one explains to him that the 

four beasts are four kings (in the sense of kingdoms), and that after 

them uthe saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom, and 

possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever” (7:18). 

It is clear that the “son of man” [meaning “human being”] coming 

“with the clouds of heaven,” whose kingdom is an everlasting king¬ 

dom, is the same as these “saints of the Most High,” for Verse 18 is 

only an explanation of Verse 14. Since the rest of the peoples pos¬ 

sessing kingdoms (the Babylonians, the Medes, the Persians, and the 

10 See the aforesaid commentary of R. Meir Lambert on Daniel 7:7 (p. 14); 
Marti, op. cit.} pp. 49-51; Rowley, op. cit.f pp. 98-124. 
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Greeks) were portrayed as devouring beasts coming up from the sea, 

the righteous but oppressed people Israel was portrayed as a human 

being coming from heaven with the clouds. This conclusion will not 

be denied by anyone who takes the plain meaning of Scripture.11 

But in a comparatively short time after the composition of the 

Book of Daniel it was thought among the Jews that this “son of man” 

was the Messiah. This is not surprising: a “human being” that could 

approach the throne of God and that could be given “dominion, and 

glory, and a kingdom” and whom all the peoples would serve and 

whose dominion would be an everlasting dominion could not pos¬ 

sibly be other than the King-Mcssiah.12 So thinks the author of the 

Ethiopic book of Enoch (Chapters 37-71, which are among the 

earlier ones), and of this Jesus hints in his use of “the son of man” in 

the Gospels;13 according to the Gospel writers, he said that in the 

Messianic age “they will see the son of man coming on the clouds of 

heaven with power and great glory.”14 Actually, there is no individual 

Messiah in Daniel: the entire people Israel is the Messiah that will 

exercise everlasting dominion throughout the whole world. This is 

to be seen again in the details about the little horn with the “mouth 

speaking great things,” which is nothing else, according to the ex¬ 

planation in Daniel itself, than a cruel and impudent king. Of him it 

is said: 

And he shall speak words against the Most High, and shall wear out the 
saints of the Most High; and he shall think to change the seasons and the 
laiv; and they shall be given into his hand until a time and times and half 
a time. But the judgment shall sit, and his dominion shall be taken away, to 

11 This is opposed by Gressmann, Eschatologie, pp. 334-365, who of course 
was right about the mythological elements in the "son of man with the clouds 
of heaven,” but was not right in his conclusion that the meaning of "son of 
man” here was the Messiah from the very beginning. This is also the answer 
to the argument of W.-Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums im spathellenis- 
tischen Zeitalter, 3rd cd., cd. Gressmann, Tubingen, 1926, pp. 265-268; 352-355. 

12 This is the natural cause of the ancient and widespread error which Gress¬ 
mann (op. citpp. 337-339) and Bousset (loc. ciu) cannot understand. 

131 have emphasized the word “hints” because complete clarity could not 
have been present, since in Ezekiel the term “son of man” is on no account used 
in this sense (see J. Klausncr, Jesus of Nazareth, 5th [Hcbrcwl cd., Jerusalem, 
r945» PP* 266-268 [Eng. cd., pp. 256-257], and the additions at the end of the 
book, pp. 500-501 [not in Eng. ed.]), 

14 Sec Matt. 24:30; Mark 13:26; Luke 21:27, etc. 
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be consumed and to be destroyed unto the end. And the kingdom and the 
dominion, and the greatness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall 
be given to the people of the saints of the Most High; their kingdom is an 
everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey them 
(7:25-27). 

It is clear that the one spoken of here is Antiochus Epiphanes, the 

only Greek king who thought “to change the seasons and the law”; 

and that in the “son of man” coming “with the clouds of heaven” 

Daniel sees “the people of the saints of the Most High,” that is to 

say, the entire people Israel, which at first will be delivered over to 

Antiochus “until a time and times and half a time” (sec below), but 

afterward will be given world-wide Messianic dominion. 

The same ideas are set forth in the Hebrew language in Chapter 8, 

where are mentioned “the king of Greece” (8:21)—Alexander the 

Great—and “a king of fierce countenance and understanding strata¬ 

gems” (8:23)—xAntiochus the man of “culture,” who destroyed 

“them that are mighty and the people of the saints” who relied upon 

“his cunning” and destroyed many “in time of security” (8:24-25), 

and by whom “the continual burnt-offering was taken away, and the 

place of [the] sanctuary was cast down” (8:11). There is also in this 

chapter something like an explanation of “a time and times and half 

a time”: the continual burnt-offering will be taken away and Baal- 

Shamayim (“the detestable thing”—or “transgression”—“that causcth 

appalment”) 15 will be set up upon [or beside] the altar “unto two 

thousand and three hundred evenings and mornings; then shall the 

sanctuary be victorious” (8:13-14). This means 1,150 days, amount¬ 

ing to a little less than three and a half (lunar) years, the equivalent 

of “a time and times and half a time,” or “a time, times, and a half,” as 

it is in the Hebrew part of Daniel (12:7). But at the end of Daniel we 
find: 

And from the time that the continual burnt-offering shall be taken away, 
and the detestable thing that causeth appalment10 set up, there shall be a 

15 See on all this many important details in E. Bickermann, Der Gott der 
Makkabderf Berlin, 1937, pp. 90-139; 169-183. But one must beware of the 
extreme conclusions that come forth under the influence of the great number of 
Jew-hating scholars in Germany; these men have even influenced important 
Jewish scholars without the latter realizing it. 

16 The profanation of the Temple by Antiochus Epiphanes is called exactly 
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thousand tavo hundred and ninety days. Happy is he that waiteth, and 

comcth to the thousand three hundred and thirty-five days (12:11-12). 

These numbers amount to more than three and a half years or the 

1,150 days that we found above. The numbers could not be made 

exact, because the author did not know exactly when Judas Maccabeus 

would win such a decisive victory over the Syrians that he could 

come to Jerusalem and restore the suspended continual burnt-offering 

to its former condition. Therefore the Book of Daniel was written 

before the dedication of the Temple by Judas Maccabeus, as has al¬ 

ready beerr said above. 

This idea stands forth in Chapter 9 also. Daniel relates that in the 

first year of Darius the son of Ahasuerus he was meditating “in the 

books, over the number of the years, whereof the word of the LORD 

came to Jeremiah the prophet, that He would accomplish for the 

desolations of Jerusalem seventy years1’ (9:2).17 Then he prayed to 

the LORD that He would turn away His anger from His people and 

His city. After that came “the man Gabriel” to make him “skilful of 

understanding” with these words: 

Seventy weeks arc decreed upon thy people and upon thy holy city, to 

finish the transgression, and to make an end of sin, and to forgive iniquity, 

and to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal vision and prophet, 

and to anoint the most holy place. Know therefore and discern, that from 

the going forth of the word to restore and to build Jerusalem unto one 

anointed, a prince, shall be seven weeks; and for threescore and two weeks, 

it shall be built again, with broad place and moat, but in troublous times. 

And after the threescore and two weeks shall an anointed one be cut 

off, and be no more; and the people of a prince that shall come shall 

destroy the city and the sanctuary; but his end shall be with a flood; and 

unto the end of the war desolations are determined. And he shall make 

a firm covenant with many for one week; and for half of the week he 

shall cause the sacrifice and the offering to cease; and upon the wing of 

detestable things shall be that which causeth appalment; and that until the 

the same thing [usual translation “abomination of desolation1’] in I Maccabees 
(1:54). Nestle explains these words thus: shiqquts is a term of opprobrium for 
Baal and shoviem is Shamayim; thus we have here Baal-Shamayim, which is 
the name given to Zcus-Jupitcr in the Phoenician and Palmyrene inscriptions 
(see the commentary of M. Lambert on Dan. 8:13; 11:31). See Bickcrmann, 
loc. cit. 

17 Cf. Jer. 25:11-12; 29:10. 
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extermination wholly determined be poured out upon that which causcth 
appalmcnt (9:24-27). 

We have arrived at “the matter of the seventy weeks,” about which 

heaps upon heaps of books have been written. Most modern scholars 

interpret these verses thus: Daniel wishes to vindicate the prophecies 

of Jeremiah about the seventy years after which Judah will be re¬ 

stored to its previous condition—a prophecy which was not com¬ 

pletely fulfilled, since during the Persian and Greek periods Judah 

was an insignificant and subject state, while in the time of Antiochus 

misfortunes and ruin had overtaken it; therefore Daniel considers the 

seventy years of Jeremiah to be seventy sabbatical years, something 

already intimated at the end of II Chronicles (36:21): “to fulfil the 

word of the LORD by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the land had 

been paid her sabbaths; for as long as she lay desolate she kept sab¬ 

bath, to fulfil threescore and ten years'1 Seventy weeks (sabbatical 

years) are, therefore, 490 years. Of this total, “seven weeks,” that is, 

forty-nine years, had passed down to the time of Cyrus (“one 

anointed, a prince,” as we found in Isa. 45:1—“to His anointed, to 

Cyrus”), when Jerusalem was “restored and built” (586-537). 

“Threescore and two weeks” arc 434 years, and these are the years 

that passed, in the opinion of the author of the Book of Daniel, from 

the Edict of Cyrus until “an anointed one” was “cut off,” that is, 

until Onias III was removed from his high-priestly office at the be¬ 

ginning of the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes.18 These years were 

“troublous times” for Judah, for she did not then grow great and 

strong according to the promises of the prophets; indeed, she did not 

even have independence. 

As a matter of fact, from the Edict of Cyrus to the beginning of 

the reign of Antiochus there passed not 434, but 362 years (537— 

175). The author of the Book of Daniel erred, therefore, by about 

seventy years. But this is not to be wondered at, since Josephus made 

errors like this in his Antiquities and Wars, and the Alexandrian Jew 

18Wellhausen (Israel. u. jiid. Geschichte, 7th cdM 1914, p. 234. Note 1) 
remarks that in Hebrew the interpretation of “an anointed one shall be cut 
off” is not that the anointed priest will be slain, but that the high-priestly office 
will cease to exist. 
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Demetrius19 (c. 200 b.c.e.) erred in the Jewish chronology of the 

period of the Second Temple by seventy years, exactly as did the 

author of the Book of Daniel.20 
“For one week” [according to the author of Daniel], that is, for 

seven years, the first deeds of Antiochus will continue (175-168). 

He will “destroy the city and the sanctuary” together “with” (ac¬ 

cording to the reading of the Septuagint) the “prince that shall come” 

(Jason), and will force many to transgress the holy covenant (or will 

“make a firm covenant with many” of the Hellenizers). And “for 

half of the week,” that is, for three and a half years (“a time and times 

and half a time”—“a time, times, and a half”), he will stop sacrifices 

and offerings and place upon the altar “detestable things that cause 

appalmcnt” (16S-165).21 

Actually, the service in the Temple was suspended less than three 

and a half years, since according to I iMaccabces the continual burnt- 

offering was stopped on the 15th of Kislev 145 (Seleucid era) and re¬ 

stored on the 25th of Kislev 148; and in the opinion of Kautzsch,22 

this offering was not stopped until the 25th of Kislev, as would ap¬ 

pear from I Maccabees 4:42 and 54. However, as I have already said, 

the author of the Book of Daniel did not yet know exactly when 

the dedication of the Temple would take place; but on the basis of 

the first victories of Judas Maccabeus he expected an early deliver¬ 

ance, to be manifested first of all by the restoration of the divine 

service in its proper place; and along with this he expected the Jews, 

“the people of the saints of the Most High,” to attain to an ever¬ 

lasting kingdom, while the kingdom of the wicked Antiochus would 

come to an end and pass away together with the rest of the kingdoms 

of the Gentiles. 

This is the Messianic ideal of the author of the Book of Daniel. 

It does not contain material prosperity, but it does contain a strong 

10 Cited by Clement of Alexandria (Stromata, 1, 21, 141). 
20 See in detail Schiircr, op. cit., Ill 4, 265-266. 
21 [According to an emended text in 9:26-27.] See the lucid interpretation 

of Castclli, II Messict, pp. 152-156. 
22 See Note p on p. 36 of his translation of I Maccabees in his edition of 

Apohryphen und Useudepigrapben dcs Alten Testaments, Vol. I. According 
to the reckoning of Marti {op. cit., p. 60), the author of the Book of Daniel 
erred by the short time of forty-five days. 
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hope for political power and for political and religious authority 

over all the Gentiles. Nor can it be said that this hope was entirely 

disappointed. The Hasmoncans were inflamed by a strong faith that 

the hour had come for the “kingdom of heaven,” that is, the kingdom 

of the God of heaven, to be revealed to the world and for the king¬ 

dom of Greece to fall. They established, after severe struggles, a 

Jewish kingdom, which, to be sure, did not spread over the whole 

world and did not destroy all the kingdoms of the Gentiles, but did 

achieve independence, became measurably powerful, and had much 

to do with the spread of the knowledge of the God of Israel in the 

pagan world. 

However, these Messianic expectations are expectations only for 

the people Israel as one collective entity. But in the time of Daniel 

most of the Jews were already far from the old national life, in which 

the individual was completely swallowed up in the community; 

therefore, those who went forth to a death of martyrdom and could 

no longer see with their own eyes the felicity of their nation needed 

personal reward and punishment. So the author of the Book of Daniel 

supplies this need by the belief in the resurrection of the dead: after 

the downfall of Antiochus there will be a time of trouble for Israel 

such as never was since they became a nation, and Michael, “the great 

prince,” will fight for them: 

And at that time thy people shall be delivered, every one that shall be 
found written in the book,23 And many of them that sleep in the dust of 
the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to reproaches and 
everlasting abhorrence. And they that arc wise shall shine as the bright¬ 
ness of the firmament; and they that turn the many to righteousness 24 as 
the stars for ever and ever (12:1-3). 

The resurrection of the dead, which is mentioned here in such a 

clear manner for the first time in the Bible, is, therefore, shared by 

both the good and the bad; but the former rise to everlasting life and 

28 Cf. Mai. 3:16: “And a book of remembrance was written before Him, 
for them that feared the LORD, and that thought upon His name” (see above, 
p. 215). From here came “the book of heaven” in the Ethiopic book of Enoch, 
and “the heavenly tablets” in the Book of Jubilees, etc. 

241.e., those who arouse others also to hold fast to their faith like the 
righteous. Cf. Isa. 53:11: “by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify 
many” (see above, p. 167, Note 35). 
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the latter to everlasting reproaches. However, it is to be concluded 

from the word “many” that the clear conception that all would rise 

from the dead had not yet penetrated into the nation.25 In any case, 

Judaism was already near the idea of reward and punishment for 

each individual in the nation. The collective national system of re¬ 

wards and punishments of the ancient prophets was no longer suf¬ 

ficient. Daniel thus served as a progenitor of the Apocrypha and 

Pscudcpigrapha: his Messianic idea eventuates in “the Age to Come” 

and “the World to Come,” in which the dead rise and “the righteous 

sit enthroned, their crowns on their heads, and enjoy the lustre of the 

Shekhinah” [Ber. 17a\. The latter idea is already embodied in the 

words “they that are wise shall shine as the brightness of the firma¬ 

ment.” Thus the Messianic idea became bound up with and attached 

to “eschatology” (not in the sense of “the end of this age” but in the 

sense of the life after death) something that we find not only in the 

Pseudcpigrapha, but also in Talmud and Midrash from the Mishnah 

onward. 

The age of prophecy had passed and the age of Talmudic Aggadah 

had come. 

25 Against the opinion of Hiihn, op, cit., I, 79, who thinks that the word 
rabbbn (“many”) is not restrictive, and that the resurrection of the dead in 
the Book of Daniel is general. See Marti, op, cit,y p. 90. 
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The Name and Personality of 

the Messiah 

by JOSEPH KLAUSNER 

ATTENTION HAS already been called to the fact that the Biblical 

and post-Biblical Messianic passages differ fundamentally at one 

point. In the Biblical Messianic idea the point of emphasis is the re¬ 

demption of Israel and the propagation of the idea of monotheism 

and divine righteousness. The Messiah himself is sometimes not even 

mentioned among the promises of redemption; and even if he is men¬ 

tioned here and there he does not occupy the dominant place that he 

assumed later. The word Messiah (“anointed one”) itself, in the 

sense in which it was used from the second century b.c.e. onward, 

docs not occur in the Old Testament.1 

It is entirely otherwise with the Messianic expectations of post- 

Biblical times. Here the Messiah stands in the foreground. He be¬ 

comes the center of all events, from him proceeds almost everything, 

and the coming age itself is named after him “the Days of the Messiah” 

or “the generation of Messiah.” 2 Even in the Tannaitic period this 

emphasis on the personality of the Messiah is already prominent. 

But the signs of natural development must not be overlooked. 

When we survey the very detailed and exaggerated descriptions of 

the Messiah’s every movement and characteristic that come from the 

post-Tannaitic period; when we take into account the innumerable 

legends relating to the personality of the Messiah that sprang up 

like mushrooms in the centuries between the Tannaim and the Cru- 

1 See on this above, pp. 7-8. 
2 See D. Castclli, II Messia, pp. 202-203. 
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sadcs—we must admit that, in comparison with these exaggerated 

flights of fancy, the sayings about the personality of the Messiah 

transmitted to us in the name of the Tannaim are almost as scanty 

and as simple as those in the Old Testament. The reason for this is 

that the Tannaitic sayings are still for the most part close to the 

original conception. For at the beginning legendary conceptions arc 

always simple and few in number. Only through a more or less lengthy 

development do they become richer, more poetic, more filled with 

flights of fancy; but they lose their originality and simplicity. In the 

Tannaitic period there was still no conception of a “suffering Mes¬ 

siah’’ or a “pre-existent Messiah.” A noble king, a man of the highest 

moral quality, a political and spiritual leader of the Jewish people in 

particular and of the human race in general—this, and only this, was 

the Messiah of the Tannaim. 

Before we proceed to a presentation of Tannaitic sayings con¬ 

cerning the name and personality of the Messiah, a remark must be 

made about one matter: concerning a kingdom of heaven on earth 

without the ideal king, that is to say, a Messianic kingdom without 

a Messiah, as sometimes found in the Old Testament and even in the 

Apocrypha and Pscudepigrapha,3 the Tannaim know nothing at all. 

The remark of R. Johanan ben Torta to R. Akiba, “Akiba, grass will 

be growing up around your jawbones, and still the son of David 

will not come,” is not, as James Drummond thought,4 proof that R. 

Johanan ben Torta could imagine the future of Israel without a Mes¬ 

siah. It is simply, as the context shows,6 a personal criticism of R. 

Akiba, who had made the mistake of believing in the messiahship of 

Bar-Cochba. The second saying which Drummond cites as proof of 

the possibility of the Messianic age without a Messiah, one from Rab 

Hillel,6 is Amoraic and belongs to a time when there was a desire to 

weaken belief in the Messiah’s coming as much as possible.7 Against 

this it suffices to quote the rule of R. Judah the Patriarch: 

3 This was shown by James Drummond in a special chapter entided “Con¬ 
ception of the Ideal Kingdom Without a Messiah” (The Jewish Messiah, 
pp. 226-273). 

* Ibid., pp. 272-273. 
6Yerushalmi, Taanith 4:8. 
6 See The Jewish Messiah, p. 273. 
7 Sec above, pp. 404-405. 
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Whoever omits to mention . . . the kingdom of the house of David (that 

is, “And the throne of Thy servant David do Thou make ready therein 

speedily”) 8 in “Who buildest Jerusalem” (the fourteenth of the Eighteen 
Benedictions) has not performed his obligation.9 

The iMessiah and his kingdom, a heritage from the house of David, 

are, therefore, an inseparable part of the Messianic expectations of 

the Tannaim. 

We turn now to the name of the Messiah. This name receives rather 

strange treatment in the Talmudic literature. An unusual Baraitha 
reads: 

Seven things were created before the world was created, and these are 
they: the Torah, repentance, the Garden of Eden, Gehenna, the Throne of 

Glory, the Temple, and the name of the Messiah. The Torah, for it is 

written. . . ,10 The name of the Messiah, as it is written (Ps. 72:17), “His 
name shall endure forever, before the sun his name shall exist.” 11 

What this name is the Baraitha docs not reveal. To conclude from 

this passage that the Messiah’s name preceded the creation of the 

world (pre-cxistcncc) would be senseless. What need would there be 

for the Messiah’s name if the Messiah himself did not yet exist? And 

that the Messiah himself existed before Creation is nowhere stated in 

Tannaitic literature. We have no recourse, therefore, but to accept 

the hypothesis of Maurice Vernes 12 and Meir Friedmann,13 that “the 

name of the Messiah” is the idea of the Messiah, or, more exactly, the 

idea of redemption through the Messiah. This idea did precede Crea¬ 

tion. Before Creation, Israel was predestined to produce from itself 

a AJessiah, to be redeemed by him, and through him to redeem all 

8 Or, according to the Palestinian text of the Shemoneh Esreh found in the 
Gcnizah (Schcchter, JQR, X [1S98], 654-659): “Have mercy . . . upon the 
kingdom of the house of David, Thy righteous Messiah.” 

9 Bcrakhoth 49*7. 
10 Here are given Biblical verses appropriate to each one of the seven things; 

but the verses may not belong to the Baraitha, since they are introduced by 
the late (Aramaic) formula “for it is written” instead of the earlier (Hebrew) 
formula “as it is said.” 

11 Pesahim 54^7; Nedarim 39b. The same thing is said in the “Parables” of the 
Ethiopic Enoch, 48:3 (see above, Part II, p. 293). See also the Targum Pseudo- 
Jonathan on Zcch. 4:7. 

12 Sec M. Vernes, Histoire des idees messianiques, pp. 268-269; p. 281, Note 1. 
13 Introduction to Seder Eliyahu, p. 114. 
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mankind from the evil in the world. That this interpretation of the 

expression “the name of the Messiah” is not strange to the Talmudic 

writers is shown by a passage from Midrash Rabbah, a Palestinian 

work. In it “the name of the Messiah” is numbered among the things 

which were “contemplated for creation.” 14 This existence before the 

creation of the world is apparently also alluded to in the following 

Baraitha: 

The school of R. Ishmael taught: As a reward for the observance of the 
three “firsts” (that is, the first days of the three festivals mentioned in Lev. 
23:7, 35, 40), they (Israel) merited three other “firsts”: to destroy the 
seed of Esau, the building of the Temple, and the name of the Messiah. 

. . . as it is written (Isa. 41:27), “First unto Zion, behold, behold them.” 10 

This can only be interpreted in the sense that the idea of the Messiah, 

like the destruction of the seed of Esau (that is, Edom-Rome), which 

still remained to be accomplished, and like the future rebuilding of the 

Temple,16 had been predestined before Creation (the name of the 

Messiah is “first”); and by the keeping of the festivals the children of 

Israel had shown themselves worthy of this “idea” of the Messiah. 

We have here, in some measure, the Platonic doctrine of ideas.17 

As to actual names, only a few arc known to the Tannaitic period, 

in contrast to the following period, which knows them in great num¬ 

bers. The one name that recurs most frequently (but much less in 

the pre-Hadrianic time) is “Son of David.” This occurs frequently 

not only as a descriptive title but as an actual personal name. A late 

14 Gen. R., Chap. 1: “Six things preceded the creation of the world; some 
of them were actually created, while the creation of the others was already 
contemplated. The Torah and the Throne of Glory were created. . . . The 
creation of the Patriarchs . . . , of Israel . . . , of the Temple . . . [andl of 
the name of Messiah was contemplated.” This passage militates against every¬ 
thing which Christian scholars have written on this subject (see, e.g., Schiircr, 
Geschichte, II4, 616-619). 

16 Pesahim 50. 
16 The Temple also, in the Baraitha in Pesahim and Nedarim, and in Genesis 

Rabbah, is numbered among the things that preceded the creation of the world. 
17 The identification of the name with the person of the Messiah, which 

Bousset-Gressmann (Das Religion des Judentums, pp. 262-263 and Note 1, p. 263) 
wish to make, is not correct, at least so far as the really early Jewish literature is 
concerned. In that literature the name, but not the person, precedes the creation 
of the world. The idea is perhaps based on the verse “Before the sun his name 
shall exist” (Ps. 72:17). 
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Palestinian Baraitha18 calls him not “Son of David” but simply 

“David”;19 but this occurs only once in the Tannaitic period. On the 

contrary, “Redeemer” was apparently a common designation, since 

it already occurs in the first benediction of the Shevioneh Esreh and 

in the “Thanksgivings” of Ben-Sira,20 which are so similar to the 

Shevioneh Esreh. Indeed, this designation occurs in the Old Testa¬ 
ment itself.21 

The other names for the Messiah from the Tannaitic period come 

from individual Tannaim who, on the basis of their exposition of 

some Biblical verse, would apply to the Messiah a chance title cur¬ 

rent only among themselves and their disciples. The following is an 
example: 

R. Jose the Galilean (pre-Hadrianic) says: Also, the Messiah’s name is 
called Peace, for it is written (Isa. 9:5) “Everlasting Father, Prince 
(called) Peace.” 22 

This name did not take root in Jewish literature or become current 

among common people or scholars; it remained the individual crea¬ 

tion of R. Jose the Galilean. 

Another name for the Messiah attained even less recognition: 

R. Judah 23 expounded as follows: “The burden of the word of the LORD. 
In the land of Hadrach and in Damascus shall be his resting-place, for the 

18 Yerushalmi, Bcrakhoth 2:4 (f. 5a). 
19 This usage is also quoted in the name of the early Amora (semi-Tanna) 

Rab, Sanhedrin 99^; but see above, pp. 46-47. 
20 The “Thanksgivings” occur in the Hebrew text of 51:12. Supplementary 

Verse 5 reads, “Give thanks unto the Redeemer of Israel, for His mercy cn- 
dureth forever”; here, however, the term is applied to God. 

21 Cf. Isa. 49:7 with 59:20. 
22Percq ha-Shalom (Chapter on Peace), which is a supplement at the end 

of Derckh Erets Zuta. Sec the texts published by M. Higger, Massekhtoth 
Zceroth, New York, 1929, pp. 101, 104. [The Hebrew words Scir-Shaloviy if 
joined together, may mean “Prince of Peace” (as usually translated) or “Prince 
(called) Peace,” as interpreted here by R. Jose. The words may also be sep¬ 
arated into two names, “Prince” (and) “Peace” as in San. 94/1.] 

23 This is the younger disciple of R. Akiba, R. Judah ben Ilai, who taught 
after the time of Hadrian. But apparently he offered this exposition while still 
a student, since R. Jose ben Dormaskith was a pre-Hadrianic teacher (Bacher, 
Agada der Tarniaitcriy I, 293, Hcb. trans., Vol. I, Part II, p. 113, Note 15). R. 
Jose roundly denounces the exposition and calls Judah Derabbi [“son (or 
pupil) of the master”(?), perhaps in sarcasm] (but see article BYRBY in 
Kohut, Aruch Completumy II2, 183). 

v 
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LORD’S is the eye of man and all the tribes of Israel” (Zech. 9:1). This 

(the name Hadrach) is the Messiah, who will be Had (“sharp”) toward 

the nations of the world, but Rack (“soft”) toward Israel.24 

But this artificial interpretation was immediately rejected by an older 

pre-Hadrianic Tanna named R. Jose ben Dormaskith,25 who replied 

to R. Judah thus: 

Son of the master! Why do you twist the Scriptures against us? I call 
heaven and earth to witness that I am from Damascus and that there is a 
place there and its name is Hadrach.20 

This Rabbinic passage is important because it shows us how ground¬ 

less and hypothetical a Messianic name may sometimes be, even if 

it comes from the Sages of the pre-Hadrianic period. 

Still more so are the names applied by the Amoraim. A whole series 

of names from a well known Talmudic passage is based purely on 

paronomasia: 

The school of R. Shila said: His name is Shiloh. . . . The school of R. 
Yannai said: His name is Yinnon. . . . The school of R. Haninah main¬ 
tained: His name is Haninah. . . . Some say: His name is Mcnahcm 
(“comforter”), son of Hezckiah. . . . The Rabbis said: His name is “the 
leper of the school of Rabbi.” 27 

Thus each school chooses a name for the Messiah resembling in sound 

and meaning the name of that school or its head. Only one name 

found here is introduced by the formula ‘‘some say” and is not de¬ 

pendent on paronomasia; therefore this Messianic name is more im¬ 

portant, and may come from an earlier period. It is the name “Mcna- 

hem son of Hezekiah,” and it may refer to Menahem, son of Judas 

the Galilean and grandson of Hezekiah, who played an important 

24Siphre, Deut. 1 (cd. Friedmann, 65a), 
26 His mother was apparendy a proselyte from Damascus; “Dormaskith” is 

a special form (similar to the Syriac) of the word meaning “Damascene woman.” 
26 Siphre, loc. cit. In Pesiqta de-Rab Kahana, section on “Sing, O barren one” 

[Isa. 54:1] (ed. Buber, 143a), R. Nchemiah, the regular opponent of R. Judah, 
says: “The place is called Hadrach.” And of course in the Aramaic inscription 
of Zakur [Zakar, Zakir], king of Hamath, the city of Hazrak (Assyrian 
Hatriku)—same as Hadrach in Hebrew—is mentioned. Sec H. Pognon, hiscrip- 
tions semitiques de la Syrie et de la Mesopotamia, Paris, 1907, p. 156. 

27 Sanhedrin 98^. 
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part at the beginning of the First Revolt (Wars 2:17:8-9), and ac¬ 

cording to Grnetz 2S considered himself the Messiah. 

But the name can equally well be explained symbolically. The 

Messiah is the comforter, on the basis of Lamentations 1:16: “Because 

the comforter is far from me, even he that should refresh my soul.” 29 

The symbolic meaning of the name Menahem is obvious since the “re¬ 

deemer” of the nation is also its “comforter” (on the basis of Isa. 

40:1; 51:12). But why is he called “son of Hezekiah”? Here perhaps 

we may still recognize surviving traces of an earlier and truer under¬ 

standing of the Messianic prophecies of Isaiah, according to which 

these prophecies were applied to Hezekiah, king of Judah.30 We 

hear the last echoes of this once widely current view in the follow¬ 

ing exposition by a younger contemporary of R. Judah the Patri¬ 

arch: 31 

“Of the increase [Heb. leMarbeh, with an unusual vi] of his government 

and peace there shall be no end” (Isa. 9:6). R. Tanhum said: Bar Kappara 

expounded in Scpphoris, Why is every other m in the middle of a word 

open, while this one is closed? The Holy One, blessed be He, wished to 

appoint Hezekiah as the Messiah, and Sennacherib as Gog and Magog; 

whereupon the Attribute of Justice appeared before the Holy One, 

blessed be He, and said: ‘Sovereign of the Universe! If Thou didst not 

make David the Messiah, who uttered so many hymns and psalms before 

Thee, wilt Thou appoint Hezekiah as such, who did not hymn Thee in 

spite of all these miracles which Thou wroughtest for him?’ Therefore it 

(the m) was closed. Straightway the earth opened and said to Him: 

‘Sovereign of the Universe! Let me utter song before Thee instead of this 

righteous man (Hezekiah), and make him the Messiah.* So it broke into 

28 Op. cit.y Hebrew trans. by S. P. Rabbinowitz, II, 80, Note 1. See also J. 
Klausncr, History of the Secorid Temple [Heb.], V, 147-149; idemf When a 
Nation Fights for Its Freedom [Heb.], 8th cd. (1952), pp. 169-170. 

29 Sanhedrin 98b; Ycrushalmi, Berakhoth 2:4; Lam. R. on 1:16 (cd. Buber, 
f. 45). Menahem (ben Ammiel) as a name of the Messiah is frequently found 
in the later literature. Still later Nehemiah (of similar meaning) was used, as 
in Nehemiah ben Hushicl. 

80 In the time of Justin Martyr, the Jews still held strongly to the idea that 
some of the Messianic oracles of Isaiah (e.g., Chap. 11) refer to Hezekiah 
(Dialogue 'with Trypho, Chaps. 43, 67, 68, 71, 77). The opinion of the Amora 
Rab Hillel (quoted above, p. 404), “There shall be no Messiah for Israel because 
they have already enjoyed him in the days of Hezekiah,” is of course also based 
on this older view. 

81 Sanhedrin 94*7. 
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song before Him, as it is written (Isa. 24:16), “From the uttermost part of 

the earth have we heard songs: Glory to the righteous one.” Then the 
Prince of the Universe [a special angel] said to Him: ‘Sovereign of the 

Universe! Fulfill the desire 32 of this righteous man. But a heavenly voice 

cried out, “The secret is mine, the secret is mine” (Isa. 24:16, usual in¬ 
terpretation, “I waste away”; the secret here is that Hezekiah cannot be¬ 
come Messiah). To which the prophet rejoined (Isa. 24:16), “Woe is 
me, woe is me”; how long (must Israel wait for the Messiah)? The heavenly 

voice again cried out (Isa. 24:16), “The treacherous deal treacherously, 

yea the treacherous deal very treacherously.” 33 

From this very interesting exposition it is to be seen that the truer 

interpretation of the Messianic passages in Isaiah was not wholly for¬ 

gotten in the latter part of the Tannaitic period, even though it was 

somewhat obscured.34 We may be fairly certain, therefore, that the 

saying of Rabban Johanan ben Zakkai, “Make ready a throne for 

Hezekiah, king of Judah, who is coming,” 35 refers to the near ap¬ 

proach of the Messiah and not to R. Gamaliel the Patriarch, as was 

thought by Jacob Levy.30 

Now I turn from the idea and name of the Messiah to his per¬ 

sonality. 

In no trustworthy, authentic source of the Tannaitic period is to be 

found any description of the person and characteristics of the Messiah 

that goes beyond the bounds of human nature. To be sure, his qual¬ 

ities and his deeds surpass the ordinary standard of human powers. 

But other righteous and pious persons could also perform signs and 

wonders, and in the Messianic age the supernatural would become 

the usual, one might almost say, the natural. The miracles which 

Elijah had performed in his lifetime and would perform in the Mes¬ 

sianic age would be in no wise inferior to those of the King-Mcssiah. 

32 Heb. tsivyon, from the Biblical tsevi, with the meaning of the Syriac 
tsevyana. 

33 That is to say, they must wait until woes arc piled upon woes, and treacheries 
upon treacheries. So this passage is interpreted (in San. 94a) by the Amora 
Raba or R. Isaac. See also Kethubboth 112^ (end of the tractate). 

34 See F. Weber, System d. altsyn. palastin. Theologiey p. 341. 
35 Berakhoth 28b; Yerushalmi, Sotah 9:16, and Abodah Zarah 3:1; Aboth dc-R. 

Nathan, Recension A, Chap. 25 (ed. Schechter, p. 80). See above, Chap. I, p. 39^. 
36 See Neuhebr. Worterbucb, II, 362, where Levy wrongly attributes this 

saying to R. Eliezer. 
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Only as a mighty ruler and an exalted and uncqualed moral per¬ 

sonality would the Messiah be superior to all the rest of the saints 

and prophets of Israel. He might be “a moral superman,” to use an 

expression of Ahad Ha-Am; but his kingdom is definitely a kingdom 

of this world. Of the divine nature of the Messiah, there are perhaps 

certain indications in the later Midrashim;37 in the authentic writings 

of the Tannaitic period there is not a trace. Trypho the Jew says in 

the book of Justin Martyr: “All of us (Jews) expect the Messiah to 

come as a man from among men.” 38 Thus, even if it were possible to 

prove that the post-Tannaitic literature does indeed ascribe divine na¬ 

ture to the Messiah (though Castelli and Drummond doubt it), we 

may assume that this feature was indirectly and unconsciously bor¬ 

rowed from Christianity. Or else we must conclude that the increas¬ 

ingly exaggerated and fantastic veneration of the Messiah did not 

shrink, from the seventh century c.e. onward, even from making him 

divine. But in the earlier literature there is no trace of this. 

The following is an interesting Baraitha concerning the Messiah: 

Nine persons entered into Paradise during their lifetime: Enoch son of 
Jared, Elijah, the Messiah, Eliczer the servant of Abraham, Hiram king 
of Tyre, Ebcdmelcch the Ethiopian, Jabcz son of R. Judah the Patriarch, 
Bithiah daughter of Pharaoh, and Serah daughter of Asher.39 

Here we have the supposition that the Messiah already exists in 

Paradise.40 Yet it is worthy of notice that even in this Baraitha the 

Messiah is put on a level with mere human beings, distinguished only 

for their good deeds. Even certain Gentiles are included: Hiram king 

of Tyre, Ebedmclech the Ethiopian, and Bithiah daughter of the 

king of Egypt. This Baraitha is, to be sure, very late, since it men¬ 

tions the son of R. Judah the Patriarch, the redactor of the Mishnah. 

There are, of course, variant texts of this Baraitha, in which other 

personages from the Bible are substituted for the Gentiles and R. 

37 Collected by Wiinsche, Die Leiden des Messias, pp. 42, 76, 77-81. Against 
this opinion see Castelli, op. cit., pp. 203-209; Drummond, op. cit., chapter on 
“The Nature of the Messiah,” pp. 290-295. 

88 See Dialogue 'with Trypho, Chap. 49, beginning (dvOpuirov dvOpuiruv). 
39 Dcrckh Ercts Zuta, end of Chap. 1. 
40Thus he exists also in Ethiopic Enoch 39:6-7; IV Ezra 12:32; 13:26, 52; 

14:9. See Schiirer, op. cit., II4, 616-619; above, Part II, pp. 293, 358-359. 
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Judah’s son.41 Yet the very fact that the Messiah could be put on the 

same level with persons like Eliezer and Serah (who occur in all the 

texts) proves that the Messiah is “a man from among men.” 

Another similar Baraitha says: 

In the Age to Come the son of David will be in the middle, with Adam, 
Seth, and Methuselah on his right, and Abraham, Moses, and Jacob on his 

left.42 

But this Baraitha is also very late and its text corrupt.43 Perhaps 

simply “David” is to be read here instead of “the son of David.” 44 

On the characteristics of the Messiah we have the following ex¬ 

position from the time of R. Judah the Patriarch: 

R. Tanhum said: Bar Kappara expounded in Sepphoris: Why is it written 
(Ruth 3:17), “These six [a word missing?] of barley gave he to me”? . . . 
He (Boaz) symbolically intimated to her (Ruth) that six sons were 
destined to come forth from her, who should each be blessed with six 
blessings: David, Messiah, Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah. David, 

for it is written, . . .45 The Messiah, for it is written (Isa. 11:2), “And 
the spirit of the LORD shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and 
understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge 

and the fear of the LORD.” 40 

The Messiah will inherit, therefore, the six “gifts of the Holy Spirit.” 

The next verse in Isaiah (11:3) reads: 

And his delight [literally “smell”] shall be in the fear of the LORD, and he 

shall not judge after the sight of his eyes, neither decide after the hearing 

of his ears. 

41 See the Haggahoth (Critical Notes) of Elijah of Vilna, ad loc.; T o sap both, 
Ycbamoth 16b, on Pasuq; M. Friedmann, Introduction to Seder Eliyahu, p. 15. 

42 Kallah Rabbathi, Chap. 7, near end (Hamisbskah Konterisim [Five Tractates] 
by N. N. Coronel, Vienna, 1864, 13 b. 

43 As is evident from the fact that here Jacob comes not after Abraham, but 
after Moses. 

44 See Sukkah 52#, where the reading is thus: “David in the middle, with Adam, 
Seth, and Methuselah on his right, and Abraham, Jacob, and Moses on his left.” 
Cf. Midrash Shohcr Tob (Tehillim), Ps. 18:29 end (ed. Buber, 79). Sec also 
J. Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth, 5th Heb. ed., p. 344, Note 2 [Eng. cd., p. 320, 
Note 12]. 

45 Here is quoted I Sam. 16:18 as proof of the blessings which David had re¬ 
ceived; then follows the discussion or the Amoraim on this verse. 

40 Sanhedrin 93ab. 
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On this is based another attribute of Messiah, the lack of which 

caused Bar-Cochba to be recognized as a false Messiah: 

Bar Koziba reigned two and a half years, and then said to the Rabbis, “I 
am the Messiah.” They answered, “Of Messiah it is written that he smells 

and judges (that is, he has an instinct for who is right and who is wrong); 
let us see whether he (Bar-Cochba) can smell and judge?” When they saw 

that he could not smell and judge,47 they killed him.48 

Thus the Messiah should possess a very deep feeling for what is just 

and right; and in his judgments he should reach the truth by instinct. 

But this whole passage seems to me rather late, since it is closely con¬ 

nected with a saying of the Amora Raba.49 It is written in Aramaic, 

and in the existing context this also points to an Amoraic origin 

(though sometimes an Aramaic saying is quite early). Obviously the 

passage came into being many years after Bar-Cochba’s failure, and 

served “after the fact,” when the grandiose schemes of “the Son of the 

Star” had collapsed, as a justification of the frightful defeat which 

the Jews suffered at Bethar. 

In connexion with the saying of R. Jose the Galilean quoted above, 

concerning Messiah’s name, stands this further statement of the same 

Rabbi: 

Great is peace, for in the hour when the King-Messiah is manifested to 
Israel, he will begin speaking with words of peace, as it is written (Isa. 
52:7), “How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of him that 
bringeth good tidings, that proclaimeth peace.” 50 

This is an important statement. The King-Messiah, who must at 

times be a mighty warrior, begins his glorious career with words of 

47 This is no doubt a reference to the slaying of the innocent R. Eleazar of 
Modi‘im, whom Bar-Cochba put to death on mere suspicion. On this slaying see 
Gractz, Gcschichte der Juden, IV, 175-176 (Heb. trans., II, 247); J. Klausner, 
“Simon Bar-Cochba” (When a Nation Fights for Its Freedom [Heb.], 8th ed., 
1952, pp. 243-244). 

48 Sanhedrin 93b. 
49 Loc. cit.: “Raba said: He smells and judges, as it is written (Isa. 11:3-4), ‘and 

he shall not judge after the sight of his eyes, . . . but with righteousness shall 
he judge the poor, and decide with equity for the meek of the land/ ” 

50 Dcrckh Ercts Zuta, Chap. 11 (the “Chapter on Peace”); M. Higgcr, op. cit.t 
p. 10r, and note, p. 148; Lev. R., Chap. 9. 
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peace. Below, in Chapter IX, we shall see again the importance of this 

idea. 

It was mentioned in the preceding chapter that the Messiah will 

be anointed by Elijah, from a marvelous flask of anointing oil, from 

which have already been anointed the Tabernacle, Aaron and his 

sons, and many of Israel’s high priests and kings. It was also mentioned 

that Aaron’s rod, which budded miraculously in the wilderness, will 

serve the Messiah as a royal scepter.81 

This virtually completes the Tannaitic descriptions of the per¬ 

sonality of the Messiah. The Tannaim did not add much to the char¬ 

acteristics of the Messiah found in the Scriptures. They only em¬ 

phasized and heightened his spiritual qualities by the addition of a 

few pleasing touches. The Amoraim and their still later successors 

made a greater attempt to glorify the personality of the redeemer, 

but their highly colored flights of fancy arc no longer original and 

primary. But for the Tannaim, as for the prophets (and the Tannaim 

were the spiritual heirs of the prophets), the essential thing is not the 

Messiah, but the Messianic age. After all, it is God Himself who will 

bring redemption in the Messianic age. The Messiah is here in the 

Tannaitic literature only the instrument of God, albeit the most 

favored and glorious divine instrument that would ever take bodily 

form on earth. 

51 See above, in the preceding chapter, pp. 455-456. 

226 
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Doctrine of the Messiah 



The Rabbinical Sources 

by W. D. DAVIES 

When we turn to the rabbinical sources in our attempt to discover what 

role the Torah was expected to play in the Messianic Age, we must begin 

by recognizing certain commonplaces. First, it is always dangerous to 

impose any one mode of thought on Judaism: it could tolerate the widest 

varieties and even contradictions of beliefs. Moreover, it must be 

recognized that our rabbinic sources represent the triumph of only one 

stream within Judaism, the Pharisaic, and even of only one current within 

that one stream, that of R. Johannan ben Zakkai.3 Hence the possibility 

is to be reckoned with that many emphases or tendencies in Judaism in the 

first century are not represented in our rabbinic sources; and this is a 

possibility which, in view of the antagonism which arose between the Old 

Israel and its Torah and the New Israel with its new commandment, is not 

3 H. Danby, op. cit. pp. xiv f. 
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negligible in the present inquiry. Possibly much in the tradition about the 

nature and role of Torah in the Messianic Age has been either ignored or 

deliberately suppressed or modified. We have elsewhere emphasized the 

heterogeneity of first-century Judaism. This has been amply insisted upon 

in the works of Daube, Goodenough, Lieberman and Morton Smith, and 

it cannot be overlooked in this quest. 

On the other hand, it has to be recognized also that by the first century 

that movement which received its greatest impulse from Ezra and which 

was designed to make Jewry a people of the Torah had come to fruition: 

Pharisaism had become well established even if its first-century signi¬ 

ficance has often been over-emphasized.1 And for many Jews the Torah 

had become the cornerstone of life. How true this was can be grasped 

not only from those episodes in Jewish history where loyalty to the 

Torah was the crucial factor governing religious activity in politics and 

other spheres, but also from the glorification of Torah in much Jewish 

thought. As Moore has made so clear, so central was the Torah for 

Judaism that it could conceive neither of the present nor of the past and 

future except in terms of Torah. The significance of the Torah in the 

present is demonstrated by that regulation of all life in its minutest details 

in accordance with the Torah which ultimately led to the codification of 

the Mishnah, a codification which was not a mushroom growth, but the 

fruit of much previous codification which goes back at least to the first 

century.2 The significance of the Torah in the past was secured by the 

development of the belief that the Torah was not only pre-existent—as 

were certain other pivots of Jewish life—but also, and more vitally, 

instrumental in the creation of the world.3 The evidence for this need not 

be repeated here, because it is only with the Torah in the future that we 

are concerned, and the place of the Torah in the future was guaranteed by 

the development of the ‘ doctrine * which we know as that of the immut¬ 

ability of the Torah. 

This ‘doctrine’ we may briefly characterize as follows. The Torah, 

whether written or oral, had been given to Moses by Yahweh. As the gift 

of Yahweh and as the ground plan of the Universe it could not but be 

perfect and unchangeable; it was impossible that it should ever be for¬ 

gotten; no prophet could ever arise who would change it, and no new 

1 See Morton Smith on ‘Palestinian Judaism in the First Century*, in Israel, ed. 
M. Davis (New York, 1956), pp. 74 ff. 

1 H. L. Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, pp. 20 fT. 

3 See G. F. Moore, op. cit. 1, 263 fT. See also on the above P. Volz, op. cit. especially 

pp. 113 ff. and p. 101. 
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Moses should ever appear to introduce another Law to replace it.1 This 

was not only Palestinian belief but also that of Hellenistic Judaism. Philo 

in a passage where he contrasts the unchanging Torah with the ever- 

changing laws of other nations writes: ‘The provisions of this law alone, 

stable, unmoved, unshaken, as it were stamped with the seal of nature 

itself, remain in fixity from the day they were written until now, and for 

the future we expect them to abide through all time as immortal, so long 

as the sun and moon and the whole heaven and the world exist.’2 Moore 

suggested that the association of the Torah with Wisdom helped in the 

development of this view.3 We are also tempted to find, as we shall point 

out later, that a certain polemic motive entered into the insistence on the 

‘doctrine*. But whatever be the contributory factors in its rise, and it is 

far too pronounced and early merely to be a polemic reaction against 

Christian teaching, we can be certain that the words in Matt. v. 18a 

adequately express what came to be the dominant ‘doctrine* of rabbinic 

Judaism. 

Thus the developed (rabbinic) Judaism revealed to us in our sources 

was not a soil in which the belief in any radical changes in the existing 

Torah was likely to grow nor a soil which w’ould welcome a new Torah. 

On the one hand, a preliminary consideration—the hospitable compre¬ 

hensiveness of Judaism—should make us prepared for variety in the 

treatment of the Torah, while, on the other hand, another preliminary 

consideration—the dominance even in pre-Christian times of the ‘doc¬ 

trine’ of the immutability of the Torah—should make us hesitate before 

accepting any other view too easily. With these two preliminaries 

recognized we can now proceed with our task. The following factors are 

relevant. 

(i) The eschatological role of the rabbinic Elijah. We begin with the 

rabbinic treatment of the prophet Elijah. Perhaps because of the vividness 

of the stories about him in the Old Testament, but, more probably, 

because of the last words of that volume, Mai. iv. 5: ‘ Behold, I will send 

you Elijah the prophet before the great and terrible day of the Lord 

1 See G. F. Moore, loc. cltJ. Bonsirven, Le Judatsme Palestlrilen, 1, 301 ff, 

452 ff. 
2 G. F. Moore’s translation, in Judaism, I, 269, of Philo, Vita Mosis, II, 3, 

§§14-16. 

3 See also V. Aptowitzer, Parteipolitik der Hasmonaer^eit^ pp. 116 ff. (Notice that 

the individual commandments, like the Law as a totality, are said to be eternal; see 

R. Marcus, op. cit. p. 53; cf. S-B, 1, 244 ff.) 
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comes*, already in pre-Christian Judaism he had become a figure of the 

End: while not strictly a Messianic figure himself, he was a Messianic 

‘forerunner*. In the Old Testament, the LXX and the New Testament, 

three things were connected with him in that capacity—repentance, 

restoration and resurrection. Although the first of these, repentance, is 

not a prominent characteristic of die work of Ellas redivivus in the rabbinic 

materials, the other two reappear in them also. What concerns us, how¬ 

ever, is that the figure of Elijah underwent a process of ‘rabbinization*. 

In the rabbinic sources he appears especially as one who would explain 

points in the Torah which had baffled the Rabbis. This has been made 

clear by Ginzberg in his work Eine unbekannte jiidische Sekte (New 

York, 1922), pp. 303 ff.1 He notes no less than seventeen places where 

this emerges. These are: TB Berakoth 35b; TB Shabbath 108a; TB 

Pesahim 13a; TB Pesahim 70a; Mishnah Shekalim ii. 5; TB Chagigah 

25a; TB Yebamoth 35b, 41 b, 102a; TB Gittin 42^; Mishnah Baba 

Metziah i. 8; iii. 4, 5; TB Menahoth 45a; ARN 98, 101 (ed. 

Schechter); TB Taanith viii. r; Jer. Berakoth 1 c; Mishnah Eduyoth viii. 

7. This last passage reveals not only that the significance of Elijah was a 

living issue in first-century Judaism but that possibly it was a living issue 

in its dialogue with Christianity. It reads as follows: 

7 R. Joshua said: I have received as a tradition from Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai, 

who heard from his teacher, and his teacher from his teacher, as a Halakah given 

to Moses from Sinai, that Elijah will not come to declare unclean or clean, to 

remove afar or to bring nigh, but to remove afar those [families] that were 

brought nigh by violence and to bring nigh those [families] that were removed 

afar by violence. The family of Beth Zerepha was in the land beyond Jordan and 

Ben Zion removed it afar by force. And yet another [family] was there, and Ben 

Zion brought it nigh by force. The like of these Elijah will come to declare 

unclean or clean, to remove afar or to bring nigh. R. Judah says: To bring nigh 

but not to remove afar. R. Simeon says: To bring agreement where there is 

matter for dispute. And the Sages say: Neither to remove afar nor to bring 

nigh, but to make peace in the world, as it is written, Behold I will send you Elijah 

the prophet. . .and he shall turn the heart of the fathers to the children and the heart 

of the children to their fathers. 

Two tasks are assigned to Elijah by the various rabbis mentioned in this 

passage. He is to pronounce on questions of legitimate Israelitish descent, 

that is, declare what is clean and unclean, and to create peace. All the 

1 On Elijah, sec also R. B. Y. Scott, The Canadian Journal of Religious Thought, ill 

(1926), 490-502 on ‘The Expectation of Elijah’. 
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scholars mentioned are entitled ‘rabbis’, so that the situation which called 

forth this discussion prevailed after a.d. 70. Since the tradition about 

Elijah to which appeal is made goes back to an earlier date, Allen1 is 

perhaps to be followed in his suggestion that the words, ‘ God is able of 

these stones to raise up children unto Abraham’ (that is, purity, not blood, 

is the criterion for inclusion in the Kingdom), may refer to M. Eduyoth 

viii. 7; Rabban Johannan ben Zakkai’s words would agree with such a 

point of view. But more probably it was the dissension among scholars 

after a.d. 70, which threatened the unity of Judaism, that called forth this 

emphasis on the importance of reconciliation. Elijah would come not to 

engage in legal niceties, but to reconcile the differences among scholars, 

that is, by implication, to give the true interpretation of the Law. Danby 

comments on the passage that ‘[Elijah] will make no change in the Law 

but only make an end to injustice’. Is the Christian claim to have had its 

‘Elijah’ and his interpretation of the Law, reflected in this insistence on 

the part of the rabbis that this was not what mattered so much as ‘ peace’ ? 

Before we leave this section reference must also be made to Ginzberg’s 

emphasis in the volume already cited that, among the rabbis, the Messiah 

or Messiahs, as such, were not expected to exercise a didactic function. 

Instead in the Messianic Age this was to be concentrated in the figure of 

Elijah. On this ground, Ginzberg argued that no new strictly Messianic 

Torah w’as anticipated. Although we are fully aware.of the danger of 

presumption in this matter, his position prompts two questions. First, as 

we have previously implied, may not the ‘rabbinization’ of Elijah, that is, 

the concentration of the didactic function in him, have been due to a 

reaction against Christian claims that their Messiah was the teacher, who 

had authority? And, secondly, does not the evidence, which we shall 

adduce below, make Ginzberg’s radical rejection of the conception of a 

New Torah at least dubious? Certainly in such passages as Test. Benj. 

xi. 2; Test. Levi xviii. 9 the Messiah is the source of new knowledge, and 

the total evidence is more ambiguous, it seems to us, than Ginzberg 

allows. Jeremias2 has even urged that Elijah himself was conceived as the 

Messiah. This must be regarded as questionable. But as precursor of the 

Messianic Age, Elijah is a ‘Messianic’ or ‘eschatological’ figure, who, in 

his work of reconciliation, prepares for the Messianic unity. Part of this 

work had to do with new interpretations of the Law. This justifies our 

reference to him here: he would be the instrument of changes in the 

1 In the I.C.C. on Matt. xi. 14. 
2 T.W.Z.N.T. on Elijah. He is opposed by Giblet, op. cit. p. 112. 
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understanding of the Law in Messianic times. This leads us on naturally 

to the next section.1 

(ii) Our sources do reveal an awareness that, even though the Torah 

was immutable, nevertheless modifications of various kinds, at least in 

certain details, would be necessary.2 We shall group the material as 

follows: 

(a) Passages suggesting the cessation of certain enactments concerning 

Festivals, etc.3 There were some who held the view that in the Messianic 

Age sin would not exist, and it followed that the vast majority of sacrifices, 

which naturally dealt with the taint of sin, would be irrelevant.4 A passage 

in Leviticus Rabbah ix. 7 reads: 

R. Phinehas and R. Levi and R. Johanan said in the name of R. Menahem of 

Gallia: In the time to come all sacrifices will be annulled, but that of thanks¬ 

giving will not be annulled, and all prayers will be annulled, but [that of] 

thanksgiving will not be annulled. This is [indicated by] what is written: 

Jer. xxxiii. 11. (Soncino translation.) 

The text is: 

rmmpn Vd VV? am& n nvn prrr m ■nV m omD n 

....tTin nVon nr« rrnnn mVon nVrann Vd Von ira min jmpi 

Here the phrase referring to the future is V'yb = R31? TTi^V: its meaning 

is fluid. Sometimes it refers to the final Age to Come, but at other times it is 

1 So too we cannot follow' G. Friedrich in his implication that for Judaism the 

teaching of the Messiah would be insignificant (TAV.Z.N.T. 11, 723). 

2 It is important to recognize what is meant by the Torah when we refer to its 

perpetuity. There are passages which claim that only the Torah in the strict sense 

would persist into the future: the prophets and the hagiographa would cease. See 

V. Aptowitzer, op. cit. p. 261, n. 133, who refers to Jerusalem Meg. 1, 70^; also 

Sh. Spiegel, H.T.R. xxiv, 245 ff. The passage in J. Meg. 1, 70, runs: 

.. .boa'1? I'Tns? )rx min ms’D rwnni bomb p’m? D’airom D’X’ain 
(See the translation of the whole section in M. Schwab, Le Talmud de Jerusalem, 

1882, tome 6, 207.) The words cited only give the view of R. Johanan (a.d. 279- 

320). R. Simeon b. Lakish (a.d. 279-320) gives an opposite view—not even the 

festival of Esther, which, because it had not been ordained by Moses, caused great 

difficulty, would cease; because it was only the ordinances of Moses himself that 

Lev. xxvii. 34 declared to be eternal. Doubtless for most the Pentateuch, the 

prophets and the hagiographa were ‘eternal’. 

3 Translations of the Babylonian Talmud and Midrash Rabbah, unless otherwise 

stated, are derived from those of the Soncino Press. 

4 On the place of the cultus generally in the eschatological thinking of Israel see 

E. Lohmeyer, Kultus und Evangelium (Gottingen, 1942), pp. 19 ff.; also pp. 48, 49 ff. 
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equivalent to the Messianic era.1 The context, therefore, must decide the 

particular meaning it may have: and here we are justified in referring it to 

the Messianic Age; the sense of the passage demands this and the verse 

from Jer. xxxiii. n, by which the view is supported, comes from a 

Messianic prophecy. Notice, however, that the date of the view expressed 

must be late. Some scholars understand here Menahem of Galilee, reading 

xWi. Israelstam2 reads and renders as above: the term he 

takes to refer to a place in Asia Minor. Wunsche3 and Loewe4 prefer to 

read xb'by. Even if we read the latter the date of the passage is a.d. 165— 

200—the period when Menahem of Galilee flourished. 

Another passage refers to the festivals: it comes from Yalqut on Prov. 

ix. 2 and reads:5 

All the festivals will cease but not Purim since it is said (Esther ix. 28) *. . . these 

days shall be. . .throughout every generation. . .and. . .should not fail from 

among the Jews. . . ’. R. Eleazar said: The Day of Atonement too will not cease 

since it is said (Lev. xvi. 34) ‘And this shall be unto you an everlasting statute*. 

The text runs: 

Y'X.. D'TlDn Wl VDY1? pTW DHSnan *73 

jdVhj npnb ddV nxr nrvrn n&xiw nbwb Vdy xV oniDDn nr *}x 

The date of the passage is uncertain, but it is probably early second 

century (a.d. 80-120). Here Purim and the Day of Atonement alone 

among the festivals are to survive into the Messianic Age. The justification 

for saying that the Day of Atonement would survive is that it is called in 

Lev. xvi. 34 ‘an everlasting statute* (nhw npn). The same phrase is 

applied elsewhere to other festivals, for example, the Passover (Exod. xii. 

17), the Feast of Weeks (Lev. xxiii. 21), Tabernacles (Lev. xxiii. 41). It 

is arguable therefore that we should not take this passage at its face value, 

and that it is merely designed to emphasize the importance of Purim and 

the Day of Atonement. But there is a significant difference between 

passages dealing with Purim and the Day. of Atonement and those dealing 

with the other festivals. Thus in Exod. xii. 17 on the Passover the full 

temporal reference is: ‘therefore you shall observe this day, throughout 

your generations, as an ordinance for ever*. Similarly on the Feast of 

1 See M. Jastrow, Dictionary of the Talmud, p. 1129; J. Bonsirven, op. cit. I, 319 f. 

2 Soncino translation: Midrash Rabbah, Leviricus, ad loc. 

3 Bibliotheca Rabbinica, ad loc. * A Rabbinic Anthology, ad rem. 

5 See Midrash Mishle, ix. 2; J. Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, Eng. trans. by 

W. F. Stinespring, p. 321, n. 13. 
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Weeks in Lev. xxiii. 21 we read: ‘it is a statute for ever in all your 

dwellings throughout your generations'. And again in Lev. xxiii. 41 we 

read on the Feast of Tabernacles, ‘it is a statute for ever throughout your 

generations. ..\ The words in italics are missing in Lev. xvi. 34 on the 

Day of Atonement, where we only have ‘an everlasting statute', while in 

Esther ix. 28 on Purim we have the fulsome statement which follows: 

'that these days should be remembered and kept throughout every generation, 

in every family, province, and city, and that these days of Purim should never 

fall into disuse among the Jews, nor should the commemoration of these 

days cease among their descendants'. Thus while at first the claim that 

Purim and the Day of Atonement alone should be ‘eternal festivals’ 

might seem fanciful, it was well grounded by the rabbis in the text of 

scripture. On the same basis they had to recognize that radical changes in 

the festivals in the Messianic Age were contemplated. As such this 

passage is significant for our purpose.1 

(Jb) Passages which seem to suggest changes in the laws concerning things 

clean and unclean, etc. We begin with a passage from Midrash Tehillim on 

Ps. cxlvi. 7. This is translated by Braude as follows:2 

The Lord will loose the bonds (Ps. cxlvi. 7). What does the verse mean by the 

words loose the bonds ? Some say that of every animal whose flesh it is forbidden 

to eat in this world, the Holy One, blessed be He, will declare in the time-to- 

come that die eating of its flesh is permitted. Thus in the verse That which hath 

been is that which shall be, and that which hath been given is that which shall be 

given (Eccles. i. 9), the words that which hath been given refer to the animals that 

were given as food before the time of the sons of Noah, for God said: ‘Every 

moving thing that liveth shall be food for you; as the green herb have I given 

you all* (Gen. ix. 3). That is to say, ‘As I give the green herb as food to all, so 

once I gave both beasts and cattle as food to all*. But why did God declare the 

flesh of some animals forbidden? In order to see who would accept His com¬ 

mandments and who would not accept them. In the time-to-come, however, 

God will again permit the eating of that flesh which He has forbidden. 

Others say that in the time-to-come, God will not permit this, for it is said 

They that. . .eat swine's flesh, and the detestable thing, and the mouse, shall be 

1 I owe the details in die above to a private communication from Professor Daube. 

2 Yale Judaica Series, vol. XIII, The Midrash on Psalms (1959), ad rem. See also 

Montefiore and Loewe, A Rabbinic Anthology, p. 583. The date of this anonymous 

passage cannot be fixed. P. R. Weis, of the University of Manchester, in a private 

note, suggests that in view of the context the passage refers to the ‘Final Age’ not to 

the Messianic Age. The phrase DITT3 nrDtfJW THS71?, which occurs below the 

above passage, he thinks points to this. But the conditions implied seem to us to 

be Messianic. 
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THE RABBINICAL SOURCES 

We notice further that there is an attempt in the passage immediately 

following to offset the view expressed; and not only so, but it is made 

clear that in the time to come some of the demands of the Law would be 

even more severe: thus marital relations would become stricter. Never¬ 

theless this last in itself suggests the possibility of change in the Torah, and 

as such is again instructive for our purposes. 

It is at this point that we can best deal with a passage which is usually 

cited in favour not merely of the view’ that the Messianic Age would see 

changes in the Torah but also that it would bring with it a New Torah. 

The passage from Leviticus Rabbah xiii. 3 reads as follows: 

R. Judan b. R. Simeon said: Behemoth and the Leviathan are to engage in a 

wild beast contest before the righteous in the Time to Come, and whoever has 

not been a spectator at the wild beast contests of the heathen nations in this 

world will be accorded the boon of seeing one in the World to Come. How will 

they be slaughtered? Behemoth will, with its horns, pull Leviathan down and 

rend it, and Leviathan will, with its fins, pull Behemoth down and pierce it 

through. The Sages said: And is this a valid method of slaughter? Have we not 

learnt the following in a Mishnah: All may slaughter, and one may slaughter at 

all times (of the day), and with any instrument except with a scythe, or with a 

saw, or with teeth (in a jaw cut out of a dead animal), beacuse they cause pain 

as if by choking, or with a nail (of a living body)? R. Abin b. Kahanasaid: The 

Holy One, blessed be He, said: Instruction [Torah] shall go forth from Me 

(Isa. li. 4) [that is, an exceptionsl temporary ruling will go forth from Me]. 

(Israelstam’s Soncino translation.)1 

is the passage to which he refers. According to him (Reifmann) this passage was 

added to the Midrash by someone who was quite confused. I (that is, Buber) have 

discussed this in Bet Talmud, iv, p. 54, at length, trying to show that this is not an 

addition to the text, but is part of the Midrash which was added at a later time, and 

is not of the original Midrash Tehilim. The original Midrash was completed only up 

to the end of Psalm cxviii. This passage also belongs to the later homilist who arranged 

the passages dealing with these later psalms. However, the question concerning 

whom the homilist referred to when he said, ‘there are those who say’, and where he 

found this passage, I just discovered in the book Yes/iuot Meshiho, Rabbi Isaac 
Abravanel, part 4, chapter 3, who states that an opponent wanted to prove the 

ultimate nullification of the Torah from a homily which he said occurs in Genesis 

Rabba of Rabbi Moses Hadarshan in chapter Mikez, which begins with a verse in 

this very psalm, and according to which all animals which are impure in this world 

will be purified by God in the future u'orld. Accordingly, the passage which the 

editor has added in his own supplement to the Midrash Tehilim is taken from the 

Midrash of Rabbi Moses Hadarshan. The intent of the passage has been very well 

explained by Rabbi Abravanel, and can be found by the reader in the place quoted.’” 

Rabbi Moses Hadarshan flourished in the eleventh century a.d. 

1 V. Aptowitzer points out a parallel passage. See Jellinek, Beth ha-Midrash iii. 

80; iii. 76, which reads, ‘In the days of the Messiah Israel will live for 2000 years in 
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The text of the last sentence according to the Wilna and Warsaw editions 

is:1 

min wnn asn tine Twin2 min rrnpn nrox Niro *n px t'x 
...Nsn 

Now Edersheim, like Strack-Billerbeck, who, however, qualify their 

acceptance of this interpretation, took this to refer to a new (Messianic) 

Torah. Israelstam, however, as we saw, rejects this, and the context 

favours his interpretation. In his view, the point of the passage is that 

even though according to the Torah of this world it was not permissible 

to slay anything with a saw, because this would necessarily involve pain, 

nevertheless, in the Messianic Age the Leviathan would be permitted to 

pull down the Behemoth with its fins, which are like saws, in that they 

have serrated edges. Thus in the contest between Leviathan and Behe- 

security, eat from Behemoth, Leviathan, and Ziz. The Ziz and Behemoth will be 

slaughtered. The Ziz will rend Leviathan and the Behemoth.’ Here there is a specific 

reference to the days of the Messiah when a slaughtering involving pain will be 

allowed, whereas in the passage quoted in the text a painless slaughtering only will 

be allowed—this because, V. Aptowitzer argues, it refers not to the Messianic Age 

but to the Age to Come. But the picture of the wild beast contest probably refers to 

a Messianic Age on earth, not to the final Age to Come, in both passages, although 

the possibility is not to be ruled out that the Age to Come itself might be on earth. 

1 In translating Isa. li. 4 J. Israelstam follows the Massoretic text. It is better to 

understand his translation thus than to suppose that the text of the Midrash gives the 

text of Isa. li. 4 last, after the comment, and that Israelstam has reversed this by giving 

the quotation first, then the comment. In the 1890 Warsaw edition and reprints, 

where there is an error by printer or editor, the reference K2 is inserted, but in 

the wrong place. It should come in front of the first min not the second min. It is 

also found in some texts between and tPVTn, that is, at the end of the verse. Usually, 

however, the biblical reference is placed in front of the verse, and it is thus that 

J. Israelstam takes it here. He should, however, have pointed out that he is following 

the Massoretic text and not that given by the Midrash, which has the adjective iT2Hn. 
Professor A. Guttmann thinks that R. Abin bar Kahana may have had an original 

text, which read JTvIinn. However this may be, J. Israelstam goes on to translate tmn 
min by ‘an exceptional temporary ruling will go forth from me' (A. 

Wiinsche renders ‘die Erneuerung des Gesetzes wird von mir ausgehen’). But this, 

as we saw above, is hardly to be accepted. Professor A. Guttmann informs me that 

J. Israelstam is following David Luria who held that Wifi m*in in the given context 

means ‘temporary ruling’ (that is, a ruling for the RinV TTIS7 only) fiXTin: 

giving of biblical references, Professor A. Guttmann notes, was not customary in the 

original texts of the Midrashim. Some editions do not have them, for example the editio 

princeps, Constantinople, 1512. The second complete edition, Venice, 1545, gives the 

references in the margin. Yet for our passage, as in the Wilna edition, no reference is 

given. (The details from Professor Guttmann I gained by correspondence.) 

2 rnnn is read only by the MSS. of London and Paris: see the editionof IFayyikra 

Rabbah, by M. Margulies (Jerusalem, 1954). 

166 

239 



THE RABBINICAL SOURCES 

moth, which would take place in the presence of the righteous in the 

Messianic Age, the use of an instrument prohibited in this world by the 

Torah would be allowed. This would seem to be a possible understanding 

of the passage: the term Enn is often used of promulgating a new law 

(not Law) or establishing a new interpretation of a biblical law. But it is 

desirable that the element of newness in the phrase nunn miR should be 

better preserved than in Israelstam’s translation. IsraelstanTs diminution 

of the force of the adjective nunn and his translation of min &TTn by ‘an 

exceptional temporary ruling’ has been called ‘une pirouette d’apologe- 

tique juive, comme savent en accomplir les apologetes de tous les temps’. 

Barthelemy insists that since, as we fully recognize, Judaism became 

increasingly opposed to any suggestion of a New Torah, the reading 

Henri min in Isa. li. 4 must be early, although he also suggests that it 

possibly emanated from unorthodox, peripheral circles.1 So too, Di'ez 

Macho has insisted that here we encounter the concept of a New Torah for 

the Messianic Age.2 Only by exercising an excess of caution, perhaps, can 

we favour Israelstam’s interpretation over that of Barthelemy and Macho. 

(c) Other passages which seem to imply or actually express the expectation 

of changes in the Torah. Bonsirven refers to one passage in Siphre on 

Deut. xvii. 18, §160, where it is explicitly stated, he thinks, that the 

Torah will be changed.3 
The English would roughly be as follows: 

He shall write him a copy of this Law (mishn eh ha-tor ah) for himself (that 

is), for his own name (person): he should not be content with that of his 

fathers. M i s H N eh (t o r ah) (From this) I have no (proof) except for MI sH N e h 

torah (that is, Deuteronomy). (As to) the rest of the words of the Torah, 

Whence (do we know that these too are intended)? Scripture teaches this by 

1 In a review in RB, lx (1953), 316-18. Barthelemy makes also an im¬ 

portant point in the following words: ‘Or, dans le Judaisme du debut de l’ere 
chretienne, le substantif hiddush et le verbe haddesh ont une signification eschato- 

logique bien etablie de “renouvellement apocalyptique”, une “ transmutation radi- 

cale”. La premiere mention formelle d’un tel renouvellement se rencontre dans Jub. 

1, 29 ou il est dit que “cieux et terre seront renouveles” et que “les luminaires seront 

renouveles pour la guerison, la paix et la benediction de tous les elus d’lsrael”. Dans 

Phebreu original, il y a tres vraisemblablement des formes hitpael du verbe.’ He 

refers also to Apoc. Baruch xxxii. 6; xvii. 2; 4 Ezra vii. 75. 

2 Op. cit. 

3 Op. cit. 1, 453, n. 9. J. Klausner, op. cit. p. 54, interprets* wohl kann sie theilweise 

andern nTTO/CJ) aber sie kann nicht abrogirt und durch andere ersetzt 

werden’. 
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There are two other passages to be discussed here. One, in TB San¬ 

hedrin 51 £, is sometimes wrongly interpreted to mean that much of the 

Torah which does not apply to this world will be applicable in the 

Messianic Age. But the actual meaning is that much of the Torah, 

meaning sacrifices, temporarily discontinued in this world, owing to 

adverse conditions, will again be practised in the Messianic Age.1 It reads: 

R. Nahman (a.d. 275-320) said in the name of Rabbah b. Abbuha (a.d. 257- 

320) in the name of Rab: The Halachah is in accordance with the message sent 

by Rabin in the name of R. Jose b. Hanina. R. Joseph queried: (Do we need) 

to fix a halachah for the days of the Messiah?—Abaye answered: If so, we should 

not study the laws of sacrifices, as they are also only for the Messianic era. But 

we say, Study and receive reward; i.e. Learning has its own merit quite apart 

from any practical utility that may be derived therefrom. 

A more important and more often quoted passage occurs in TB Shabbath 

151 b where we find opposing views set in sharp juxtaposition. The 

passage reads as follows: 

R. Simeon b. Eleazar (a.d. 165-200) said: . . .And the years draw nigh, when 

thou shall say, I have no pleasure in them1—this refers to the Messianic era, wherein 

there is neither merit nor guilt. Now, he disagrees with Samuel, who said: The 

only difference between this world and the Messianic era is in respect of servitude 

to [foreign] powers, for it is said, For the poor shall never cease out of the land* 

(Note 7 is from Eccles. xii. 1; n. 8 from Deut. xv. 11.) 

The context shows that the question as to when the Torah was obligatory 

and when it was not is the theme of the passage. Samuel apparently 

regards the Torah as obligatory in the Messianic Age which, he holds, 

would noj differ in this respect from the present age. The meaning of 

R. Simeon b. Eleazar’s (a.d. 165-200) dictum is difficult. Bonsirven2 

would seem to take the words to mean that in the Messianic Age the 

capacity to sin is obliterated, although he does not state this explicitly, 

and his meaning is not clear. It seems to us that there are two possibilities 

as to the interpretation of the phrase nmn nVt rVDT K1?, which is rendered 

by Bonsirven, very neatly, ‘ni merite ni demerite*, but is better translated 

as ‘ no merit and no guilt \ First, the meaning may be that in the Messianic 

Age the Torah will be so fully obeyed that there will be no guilt,'and so 

spontaneously or easily fulfilled that there will be no merit, a condition of 

affairs such as Jeremiah, perhaps, may have envisaged and desiderated. 

This interpretation, it will be agreed, involves a high degree of subtlety. 

1 So A. Guttmann in a private note. 3 Le Judaisme Palestinien, I, 452. 
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The second meaning is the one that seems to us perhaps most satisfying, 

namely, that the Torah no longer holds in the Messianic Age, so that 

questions of reward for observing it and guilt or punishment for refusing 

to do so do not arise. This would make the condition of those who live 

in the Messianic Age, in this respect, similar to that of the dead who, 

according to R. Johanan, in the passage immediately preceding, are free 

from religious duties (see below p. 181, on TB Niddah 6\b). The pre¬ 

ceding passage in TB Shabbath 151^ reads: 

It was taught, R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: For a day-old infant the Sabbath is 

desecrated; For David, King of Israel, dead, the Sabbath must not be desecrated. 

‘For a day-old infant the Sabbath is desecrated’: the Torah ordered, Desecrate 

one Sabbath on his account so that he may keep many Sabbaths. ‘For David, 

King of Israel, dead, the Sabbath must not be desecrated’: Once man dies he is 

free from [all] obligations, and thus, R. Johanan interpreted: Among the dead I 

am free:5 once a man is dead he is free from religious duties. (Soncino transla¬ 

tion, p. 772; n. 5 refers to Ps. Ixxxviii. 6.) 

It also implies, as we shall indicate below, that the Messianic Age is like 

the Age to Come in this matter (see below, pp. 181 ff.). 

The evidence presented above sufficiently justifies the claim that despite 

the ‘doctrine* of the immutability of Torah, there were also occasional 

expressions of expectations that Torah would suffer modification in the 

Messianic Age. There were some Halakoth which would cease to be 

applicable in that Age; others, by contrast, would acquire a new relevance. 

It is important, however, to recognize explicitly that most, if not all, the 

changes envisaged were deemed to occur within the context of the 

existing Torah and presuppose die continuance of its validity. Moreover, 

the changes contemplated imply no necessary diminution in what we may 

be allowed to term the severity of the yoke of the Torah. On the contrary, 

that yoke, in some passages, was expected to become even heavier than 

in this age (see especially Midrash Tehillim cxlvi. 7). In addition we have 

to point out that much of the traditional Christian interpretation of some 

of the passages cited does violence to the text and has to be rejected. It 

may also be helpful to state at this point that in all the passages so far 

quoted the reference probably is to the Messianic Age as such. 

(iii) The third significant factor which we have to notice, is that the 

Messianic Age, as indeed we might expect, is presented as an era in which 

certain difficulties or incomprehensibilities which the Torah presented in 

this Age would be adequately explained and comprehended: now we see 
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in a glass darkly, but then obscurities will be removed. Strack-Billerbeck 

have dealt with this, and for our purpose the briefest treatment will suffice.1 

Many of the demands of the Torah seemed inexplicable and irrational: 

the reasons why certain things had been forbidden or commanded were 

obscure, and the fact that Jewry could not always give a satisfying 

apology for much in their practice laid them open to the attacks of 

Gentile cynicism and criticism. Hence there necessarily developed a 

considerable activity in the Tannaitic period, and earlier probably, in an 

attempt to explain why certain things had been commanded which at first 

seemed even merely stupid. So eager were some to explain the ’’DUD 

min, ‘ the grounds or reasons for the Torah’s demands’, that they were in 

danger of manipulating their texts, and consequently incurred suspicion. 

The normative position arrived at was that in this world the demands of 

Torah were to be obeyed because they were commanded: this was 

sufficient reason for their observance. This is made clear in the words of 

R. Johanan b. Zakkai (w'e quote the passage from Numbers Rabbah xix. 8 

on xix. 2 because it illustrates the kind of criticism which was made of the 

demands of the Torah): 

An idolater asked R. Johanan b. Zakkai: These rites that you perform look like a 

kind of witchcraft. You bring a heifer, burn it, pound it, and take its ashes. If 

one of you is defiled by a dead body you sprinkle upon him two or three drops 

and you say to him: ‘Thou art clean/ R. Johanan asked him: ‘Has the demon 

of madness ever possessed you?’ ‘No!’ he replied. ‘Have you ever seen a man 

entered by this demon of madness?’ ‘Yes,’ said he. ‘And what do you do in 

such a case?’ ‘We bring roots,’ he replied, ‘and make them smoke under him, 

then we sprinkle water upon the demon and it flees.’ Said R. Johanan to him: 

‘Let your ears hear what you utter with your mouth: Precisely so is this spirit 

a spirit of uncleanness: as it is written, And also I will cause the prophets and the 

unclean spirit to pass out of the land (Zech. xiii. 2). Water of purification is 

sprinkled upon the unclean and the spirit flees.’ When the idolater had gone 

R. Johanan’s disciples said to their master: ‘Master!’ This man you have put off 

with a mere makeshift but what explanation will you give to us?’ Said he to 

them: ‘By your life! It is not the dead that defiles nor the water that purifies! 

The Holy One, blessed be He, merely says: “I have laid down a statute (Hpn),2 
I have issued a decree. You are not allowed to transgress My decree”; as it is 

written, This is the statute of the law * (Num. xix. 2). 

1 Op. cit. iv, 2, n. 9: Pesikta, ed. Mandelbaum, p. 71; Mekilta in Siphra, ed. Weiss, 

p. 86a; also M. Waxman, J.Q.R. vol. xlii (October 1951). 

2 This term denotes a command demanding implicit obedience, though the 

human mind may not comprehend its reason. 
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But although theirs was not to reason why in this world, the rabbis were 

convinced that the Messianic Age would bring with it an explanation of 

the inexplicable demands that the Torah made in this world: the ’7DS7D 

min would be revealed. We have previously quoted passages from the 

Old Testament wdiere the Messianic Age was depicted as a time when God 

himself would teach his people. This was the firm conviction of the rabbis 

also. In illustration we shall again quote a passage from Numbers 

Rabbah xix. 6 on xix. 2, despite its late date, where the reference is not 

strictly to the Messianic Age, however, but to the final Age to Come: 

THAT THEY bring thee A red heifer (xix. 2). R. Jose b. Hanina (the 

second half of the third century) expounded: The Holy One, blessed be He, said 

to Moses: ‘To thee I shall disclose the reason for the Heifer, but to anybody else 

it is a statute.’ For R. Huna said: It is written, When I take the appointed time 

[i.e., in the World to Come], I Myself will judge with equity (Ps. lxxv. 3) [i.e., 

reveal the reasons for My Laws], and it is also written, And it shall come to pass 

in that day, that there shall not be light, but heavy clouds and thick—wekippa’on 

(Zech. xiv. 6). The written form is ‘yekippa’on*, as much as to say: The things 

that are concealed from you in this world, you will see in the World to Come, 

like a blind man who regains his sight, as it is written (Isa. xlii. 16), And I will 

bring the blind by a way that they know not. . .. (Soncino translation, Numbers, 

vol. II, 756.)1 

We pass on to the next group of material.2 

(iv) Despite the changes both in the substance and interpretation of the 

Torah which they contemplate, those passages which we have so far 

examined have afforded little if any evidence for the expectation of a New 

1 Sh. Spiegel, H.T.R. (October 1931), 261, points out that part of the signi¬ 

ficance of the predicted coming of Elijah on the threshold of the Messianic Age was 

that he should settle legal and ritual doubts ‘to set straight all dissension, and to 

compose differences of opinion which could threaten to make of the one law two 
laws’. He relates this function of Elijah to the doctrine of the perpetual validity of the 

Law: the difficulties of the existing Law had to be explained because there could be 

no other Law. Hence the great joy of the rabbis at being able to resolve contra¬ 

dictions between Ezekiel and the Torah: they feared the danger of having to admit 

the existence of two laws in the canon should these contradictions not be resolved. 

Compare H. Danby, op. cit. p. 12, n. 4, on M. Eduyoth viii. 7. 

2 Professor Muilenburg emphasizes that in the Old Testament, as over against 

Judaism, the reasons for obedience were given, see The Way of Israel (1961), 

pp. 66 ff. He refers to Exod. xxiii. 8; Deut. v. 12-15; xxv. 3, 15-16; Hebrew Union 

College Annual, xxxii (1961), on ‘The Linguistic and Rhetorical Usages of the 

particle ’’D in the Old Testament’, pp. 135 ff. See also B. Gemser, Congress Volume 

Copenhagen ts>^3 (Leiden, 1953), pp. 50-66, on ‘The importance of the motive 

clause in Old Testament law*. 
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Torah in the Messianic Age. Changes in details and an increase in under¬ 

standing there would be, but no substitution of the old Torah by a new 

one was envisaged.1 In this section we must deal with passages where it 

has been claimed that it is possible that a New Torah is expressly indicated. 

(i) The Targum on Isa. xii. 3. The MT reads: JlWpa 

mn^ri ’’rya??, that is, ‘And you shall draw water in joy from the wells of 

salvation’. The whole context of the passage is Messianic: xii. 1-3 reads 

in its entirety: 

1 You will say in that day: 

‘I will give thanks to thee, O Lord, 

for though thou wast angry with me, 

thy anger turned away, 

and thou didst comfort me. 

2 ‘Behold, God is my salvation; 

I will trust, and will not be afraid; 

for the Lord God is my strength and my song, 

and he has become my salvation.* 

3 With joy you will draw water from the wells of salvation. (RSV.) 

The Targum renders xii. 3 as follows: 

*»Tm& Rnm mn pViN pbmprn 

which is rendered by Stenning:2 ‘And ye shall receive new instruction 

with joy from the chosen of righteousness.* 

The total passage in the Targum reads: 

1 And thou shalt say at that time, I will give thanks before thee, O Lord; for 

because I had sinned before thee, thine anger was upon me; now let thine anger 

turn from me, and have pity upon me. 

2 Behold, in the Memra of the God of my salvation do I trust, and shall not be 

dismayed; because my strength and my glory is the Terrible One, the Lord: 

he has spoken by his Merma, and has become my Saviour. 

3 And ye shall receive new instruction with joy from the chosen of righteousness. 

4 And ye shall say in that time, Give thanks before the Lord; pray in his name; 

proclaim among the nations his deeds; make mention that his name is mighty. 

Israelstam5 takes ]D*7IN to refer to exposition: he contrasts it sharply with 

min, for which, he claims, usually X.T11K is used: the reference to the 

1 The one possible exception would be Leviticus Rabbah xiii. 3, see above, 

pp. 165 ff. 
1 J. F. Stenning, The Targum of Isaiah. 

3 In a private communication. 
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THE RABBINICAL SOURCES 

The date of R. Simon b. Zabdai is late (c. a.d. 300). But the passage is 

interesting on more grounds than one. Not only does it help us to under¬ 

stand how the Rabbis understood the Law of the New Covenant of 

Jeremiah, that is, as referring to the Mosaic Torah, but its context also 

reveals the background against which we are to place discussions of the 

problem of the future role of the Torah; because it is noteworthy that in 

the previous section R. Phinehas (fourth century a.d.) had referred both 

to the words of the Torah and to the words of mr» (heresy), that is, of 

sectaries, probably Jewish Christians. Then follows the passage quoted 

above, the contrast between Torah in this world and that of the world to 

come: whereas in this world men learn and forget Torah, in the world 

to come they will learn and not forget; the Torah of God will be in their 

hearts. The polemic background of the saying is significant, and will 

occupy us in due course. Now, at first sight, it would appear that the 

phrase n*TO bo min in xi. 8 implies a contrast between the min of this 

world and that of the world to come, but as Professor A. Guttmann noted 

to the author, xi. 8 is to be interpreted in the light of ii. 1. The min 
mm bu;, lie thinks, is to be understood as ‘the Torah of the days of the 

Messiah*. And even if this be not admitted, it is not the Torah that is to 

be changed in the Age to Come (=the Messianic Age here), but the 

relation of man to the Torah: that is, the Torah will then be differently 

and more satisfactorily studied. This is brought out in the Soncino 

translation: ‘in comparison with Torah [which will be learnt] in the 

World to Come*. Our rendering above is literal. 

(3) Tar gum on Song of Songs v. 10: 

mnx pi mby 'mb xmvn 'yrvmb bmum ansm morn pi '-m 

mp' l'Ti xibro "nn KbDsxn xwi rposn nbssb Tmn mbx Nimb 
pin ]iy»w mm aim mnoi xnmin *01:0 pm 'niDjm m 
pm xim by mopoi am aava rrayb p&omb Tnyi k»y» bm 

:'imp pacrcn paba 
The English would run somewhat as follow's: 

My beloved (Cant. v. 10). Then Kenessetli Israel commences to engage in the 

praise of the Master of the Universe and speaks thus: ‘ It is my delight to worship 

God who wraps Himself by day in a robe white as snow and the glorious divine 

splendour, whose countenance shines like a flame by reason of the greatness of 

[His] wisdom and thought, who delivers anew every day new traditions (or 

decisions) which He is to make knowm to His people on the Great Day, and 

whose array (or royal authority) extends over a myriad myriads of angels who 

serve before Him.* 
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Here Strack-Billerbeck refer, in a paraphrase of the above, to new 

Halakoth which God will give by the hand of the Messiah. But the text 

does not include a reference to the Messiah. The thought expressed is that 

new interpretations showing a new ingenuity in exegesis of the Torah 

will be given in The great day* by God himself. 

(4) Yalqut on Isa. xxvi. 2. Isa. xxvi. 2 in the RSV reads: ‘Open the 

gates, that the righteous nation which keeps faith may enter in.* The 

Hebrew is: :Da,»K X:n Dnsfl? inns. The comment in Yalqut 

takes ‘which keep faith' to be the equivalent of 'who say Amen*. That is, 

they take Shomer 'emunim to be^e ’omer ’amenim. On the basis of this the 

following is developed. We give the translation of Loewe:1 

For the sake of one single Amen which the wicked respond from Gehinnom, 

they are rescued therefrom. How so? In time to come, the Holy One, Blessed 

be He, will take His seat in Eden and expound. All the righteous will sit before 

Him: all the retinue on high will stand on their feet. The sun and the Zodiac 

[or, constellations] will be at His right hand and the moon and the stars on His 

left; God will sit and expound a new Torah which He will, one day, give by the 

Messiah's hand (my italics). When God has finished the recital [Haggadah], 

Zerubbabel, son of Shealtiel, will rise to his feet and say ‘Be His Great Name 

magnified and sanctified' (that is, the prayer after study, PB p. 86). His voice 

will reach from one end of the universe to the other and all the inhabitants of 

the universe will respond ‘Amen'. Also the sinners of Israel and the righteous 

of the Gentiles, who have remained in Gehinnom, will respond ‘Amen’ out of 

the midst of Gehinnom. Then the universe will quake, till the sound of their 

cry is heard by God. He will ask ‘What is this sound of great rushing (Ezek. 

iii. 12, 13) that I hear?' Then the angels of the service make answer, ‘Lord of 

the Universe, these are the sinners of Israel and the righteous of the Gentiles, 

who remain in Gehinnom. They answer “Amen”, and they declare that Thy 

judgement of them was just.' Immediately God’s mercy will be aroused towards 

them in exceptional measure (be-yoter) and He will say: ‘What can I do unto 

them, over and above this judgement, or, what can I do unto them exceptionally, 

in view of this judgement? For it was but the evil inclination that brought them 

to this.' At that moment God will take the keys of Gehinnom in His hand and 

give them to Michael and to Gabriel, in the presence of all the righteous, and 

say to them, ‘Go ye, open the gates of the Gehinnom and bring them up’. 

Straightway they go with the keys and open the eight thousand gates of 

Gehinnom. Each single Gehinnom is 300 [parasangs?] long and 300 wide: its 

thickness is 1000 parasangs and its height 1000 parasangs, so that no single 

sinner who has fallen therein, can ever get forth. What do Michael and Gabriel 

do? Immediately they take each sinner by the hand and bring him up, as a man 

1 A Rabbinic Anthology, p. 558. 
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raises his fellow from a pit and brings him up by a rope, as it says: ‘And he 

raised me from the horrible pit* (Ps. xl. 3, 2 in EV). Then the angels stand over 

them, they wash and anoint them; they heal them from the smitings of Gehin- 

nom, clothe them in fair raiment, and bring them into the presence of the Holy 

One, Blessed be He, and into the presence of all the righteous, when they, the 

sinners, have been clad as priests and honoured, as it says: ‘Let Thy priests be 

clothed with righteousness and let Thy saints shout for joy’ (Ps. cxxxii. 9). 

‘Thy priests’, these are the righteous of the Gentiles, who are God’s priests in 

this world, such as Antoninus and his associates. . .. 

The Hebrew of the pertinent words in italics in the above quotation is: 

-iba t by Dnb ]irb n"apn tot rwin mm myo onb tznn rTapm 
mran. This seems the most unambiguous reference to a new Messianic 

Torah. Jewish scholars, such as Israelstam, in correspondence, however, 

have pointed out that Abarbanel’s reading apparently was: myu 

yroan “]b» n"y, that is, ‘expound the grounds of commands by the hand 

of king Messiah ’. But we can easily see why such an explicit reference to a 

new Messianic Torah would naturally lead to uneasiness, and possibly give 

rise to a modified and safer reading. The further attempt to interpret the 

phrase norm mm myo as if it meant DlPinn mm myD, that is, ‘new 

grounds of Torah’, is suspect for the same reason, although it may be 

grammatically possible (Gesenius-Kautzsch (1892 ed.), p. 492; see 

especially 1 Sam. ii. 4; 1 Kings i. 41; Isa. ii. 11; xvi. 8).1 It is, therefore, 

to be recognized that we find in this passage an explicit reference to a 

Messianic Torah new in kind. Notice particularly that this Messianic 

Torah and the divine exposition of it is in a context of universalism. It is 

destined not only for Israel, but for ‘All the righteous’ including those 

among the Gentiles. And not only so but even the righteous dead among 

the Gentiles and the unrighteous dead of Israel are brought into the 

sphere of this new Law. It should, however, be noted that Yalqut as a 

compilation or thesaurus is not earlier dian the thirteenth century, 

although its component parts are variously dated before this. In fact, the 

pertinent section above, dealing with the New Torah, comes from the 

Othiyyoth of R. Akiba, where the reading is nunn mm myD.2 

1 So Israelstam in a private communication. 

2 On these, see Srrack, op. cit. pp. 229, 347. See also L. Ginzberg, op. cit. p. 305. 

He recognized here a New Torah but emphasizes that the source is late, that is, the 

Alphabet of Akiba. The passage from Midrash Tehillim cxlvi, see above, p. 163, he 

refers not to the Messianic Age but to the time after the Resurrection (p. 305, n. 5). 

He writes: ‘die alten Quellen kennen weder eine neue Thorah noch die Lehrtatigkeit 

des Messias’ (p. 306). He regards the supposition of Christian influences in this 

matter as questionable. 
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THE RABBINICAL SOURCES 

Passages beginning with ‘Oui rabbis taught’ [Y'n] are usually regarded 

as early. On the other hand, it is easier to understand why the phrase 

‘The Torah shall return to its renewal. . .’ which may be taken to imply 

a New Torah w'ould be changed to ‘The Torah will return to its disciples’ 

than the reverse. But, even if the reading in Song of Songs Rabbah should 

be the earlier, which is on the whole, however, unlikely, in view of the 

date of R. Johanan, the phrase SWITn1? mnn may merely mean, as 

Klausner insists, ‘will return to its original state’. Hence it does not refer 

to a New Torah which would replace the Old: this latter meaning can only 

be regarded as a most remote possibility.1 

(v) There remains one other aspect of Torah in the Messianic Age 

which should be noted very briefly. There are passages which anticipate 

that the Gentiles will come to share in the blessings of the Torah in the 

Messianic Age. This was expressed in the Old Testament passages which 

we discussed and it is taken up by the rabbis. The chief passage is in 

Genesis Rabbah xcviii. 9 on Gen. xlix. n [But see above p. 164, n. 1]: 

he washeth his garments in wine, intimates that he [the Messiah] will 

compose for them words of Torah; and his vesture in the blood of 

grapes—that he will restore to them their errors. R. Hanin said: Israel will 

not require the teaching of the royal Messiah in the future, for it says, Unto him 

shall the nations seek (Isa. xi. 10), but not Israel. If so, for what purpose will the 

royal Messiah come, and what will he do? He will come to assemble the exiles 

of Israel and to give them [the Gentiles] thirty precepts, as it says, And I said 

unto them: If ye think good, give me my hire; and if not, forbear. So they weighed 

for my hire thirty pieces of silver (Zech. xi. 12). Rab said: This alludes to thirty 

mighty men. R. Johanan said: It alludes to thirty precepts. R. Johanan’s 

disciples said to him: Does not Rab hold that the verse refers only to the 

nations of the world?—In Rab’s view, ‘And I said unto them* means unto 

Israel, while in R. Johanan’s view ‘ And I said unto them’ means unto the 

nations of the world. 

So Genesis Rabbah xcviii. 8 on Gen. xlix. 10 reads: 

until shiloh cometh: this alludes to the royal Messiah, and unto him 

SHALL THE OBEDIENCE (YIKHATH) OF THE PEOPLE BE.* he [tile Messiah] 

will come and set on edge (makheh) the teeth of the nations of the world. 

The first passage seems to imply both that the Messiah will bring his 

teaching and that he will propound new meanings and interpretations of 

1 V. Aptowitzer, op. cit. ad rem, compares the phrase with that used to describe die 

new moon, HttHTna nn1?, Sanhedrin 42a. 
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Torah, but that he will direct all this to the nations not to Israel, because 

the latter, presumably, will receive its teaching directly from God, or 

already had received the requisite teaching. 

There were different views as to what demands would be made on the 

Gentiles: according to some all the minute details of the Torah would be 

imposed upon them: according to others only three ordinances would be 

binding upon them: according to still others the Noachian command¬ 

ments would be placed upon them. We need not here enlarge on the 

details: it is the fact that is significant: that in the opinion of some rabbis 

at least the Gentiles would submit to the yoke of the Torah in the 

Messianic Age.1 

(vi) So far we have discussed what role the Torah wras expected to play 

in the Messianic Age in a strict sense, and in particular whether Jewish 

speculation contemplated a New' Torah in that Age. We have dealt with 

the relevant material in the light of the ‘doctrine’ of the immutability of 

the Torah which almost dominated Judaism. Next we have to refer to 

passages which have been held to suggest, not merely that there w'ould be 

changes in the Torah in the Messianic Age, but that it would be com¬ 

pletely abrogated. 

The chief passage comes from TB Sanhedrin 97 a (end) and Abodah 

Zarah 9a (middle). The Soncino translation of die former is: 

The Tanna debe Eliyyahu taught: The world is to exist six thousand years. In 

the first two thousand years there was desolation; two thousand years the 

Torah flourished; and the next two thousand years is the Messianic era [97b] 

but through our many iniquities all these years have been lost. 

The meaning of The Tanna debe Eliyyahu in this connexion is defined 

by Mishcon2 as ‘a Midrash containing chiefly Baraithas compiled by 

R. Anan, Bab. Amora of the 3rd cent.’ We may therefore conclude that 

the evidence it supplies is fairly early. Baeck3 on the strength of this, and 

other passages of lesser importance, has concluded that ‘At that time 

(that is, the first century), the belief was widespread among the Jews that 

world history consisted of three epochs: first, the period of chaos— 

tohubohu; then the period of the Torah, beginning with the revelation 

1 See A. Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, II, 764 ff.; unfortu¬ 

nately there is no attempt made to date the various passages listed. 

3 Soncino translation of TB Abodah Zarah, ad loc. The translation of tohu may be 

‘anarchy’; so Morton Smith, J.B.L. lxxii (1953), 193. 

3 The Pharisees, Eng. trans. (1947), pp. 72 f. 
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on Mount Sinai; and finally, the hoped-for period of the Messiah.. . .In 

conformity with this, the Gospels say: “Till heaven and earth pass, one 

jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled 

(Matt. v. 18). When all is fulfilled, and the Messiah has come, the period 

of the law will have come to its close.’ The same position is maintained by 

Silver.1 Freedman,2 however, rejects this interpretation of the passage 

from The Tanna debe Eliyyahu, and comments on the reference to the 

period of the Torah that ‘this does not mean that the Torah shall cease 

thereafter, but is mentioned merely to distinguish it from the next era’. 

Mishcon makes no reference to the problem posed by the passage. 

But we have seen that there is a passage in TB Shabbath 151^, which 

possibly offers some support for Baeck’s interpretation, where it is stated 

that in the Messianic Age there would be neither merit nor guilt (X*7 

min kVi rVDT). Baeck also refers to TBNiddah 61 b to confirm his position. 

It reads: NnV Tm?V m^M XVnXD mQIN r>NT *]0V ^ ION, that is, R. 

Joseph (a.d. 320-75) said: ‘This means the commandments shall be 

abrogated in the time to come.’ Baeck refers this passage to the Messianic 

Age, but the context makes it clear that the reference is to the condition of 

the dead, who, as we nave seen before, are not subject to the Torah. The 

point at issue in TB Niddah 61 b is that of the use of shaatne£, that is, a 

mixture of wool and linen, which was prohibited to the living but, 

because death brings exemption from 1Y1SD, was, nevertheless, permitted as 

shrouds for the dead. It seems clear, therefore, that in this passage the 

phrase N21? TTISJ1? merely means ‘in death’, and it is difficult to agree 

either with Klausner3 that the context of TB Niddah 61 b supports the 

view that the saying does not merely refer to life in the next world but 

also, by implication, to the Messianic Age, or with Baeck who refers it 

expressly to the Messianic Age. But that the idea contained in TB Niddah 

61 b may refer to the Age to Come and not merely to the life after death is 

highly probable, if not certain. It may be permissible for us to refer here 

to our argument in Paul and Rabbinic Judaism* that the Age to Come was 

regarded both as an event, which came into being in time, and also as an 

eternally existing reality in the heavens, as it were. Hence, in one sense, 

one entered the Age to Come at death when one became free from the 

1 The History of Messianic Speculation in Israel (1927), p. 9. 

2 Soncino translation of TB Sanhedrin, 11, p. 657, n. 9. 

3 Jesus of Naiareth, Eng. trans. p. 275; Klausner regards the passage as earlier 

than R. Joseph. 

4 Pp. 314 ff. 
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obligation to obey the 1YIS&. It is to this that TB Niddah Gib explicitly 

refers. But in another sense the Age to Come was to come into history 

and when this would happen the commandments, that is, the mSD, 

would also cease then, and by implication TB Niddah Gib can be 

referred to this Age to Come that is to come. We can only refer TB 

Niddah Gib to the Messianic Age if we can equate or identify this, that is, 

the Messianic Age, with the Age to Come. That this is a justifiable 

equation would seem reasonable in many passages: we have seen above 

that the phrase N31? TTO1? was very fluid and could refer both to the 

Messianic Age and to the final Age to Come, that is, the post-Messianic 

period. The distinction between the Age to Come and the Messianic Age 

is a comparatively late development, and it follows that they were often 

synonymous terms in early apocalyptic.1 On the other hand, however, 

there are passages where the Messianic Age and the Age to Come are 

sharply distinguished: of the former it was possible to prophesy, but of 

the latter it was thought that it transcended all human conception. 

A passage in TB Shabbath 63 a (middle) makes this clear: 

Samuel said, This world differs from the Messianic Era only in respect to servi¬ 

tude of the exiled; for it is said, For the poor shall never cease out of the land. This 

supports R. Hiyya b. Abba (a.d. 320-59), who said, All the prophets prophesied 

only for the Messianic Age, but as for The world to come, the eye hath not seen, 

O Lord, beside thee what he hath prepared for him that waiteth for him. . ..2 

In view, therefore, of the distinction between the Messianic Age and the 

Age to Come implied and explicitly stated in such passages as this, it is 

probably highly precarious to apply TB Niddah Gib too surely to the 

Messianic Age as such.3 We can only be sure from this passage that in the 

Age to Come, that Age that both is and comes, the mss will cease, but 

we can only regard this as a possibility for die Messianic Age. This point 

is important for the understanding of the New Testament; and the 

1 See R. H. Charles, Eschatology, pp. 200 fi, and especially J. Klausner, Die 

Messianischen Vorstellungen des jiidischen Volkesim Zeitalter der Tannaitcn, pp. 17 ff. 

2 See T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus2, p. 277, n. 2: compare 1 Cor. ii. 9. 

3 L. Ginzberg, op. cit. p. 306, n. 1, does not refer it to the Messianic Age but to the 

time after the Resurrection. S. Lieberman, Historia Judaica, v, 2 (October 1943), 91, 

refers to Tosaphoth Niddah Gib and asserts that ‘the abolition of the Law in the 

future world is a genuine Jewish idea’. He does not define the future world as the 

Messianic Age, however. On the other hand, J. Z. Lauterbach refers TB Niddah Gib 

to the Messianic Age, Rabbinic Essays, p. 267 n. On the idea that prophecy, which 

was regarded as the continuation of the voice heard on Sinai, would cease in Messianic 

times, see S. Schechter, Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, p. 123. Schechter 

emphasizes the completeness and finality of the Torah given on Sinai (p. 134). 
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question forces itself whether the distinction of this age and the Age to 

Come had come to clear expression in the time of Jesus. This is discussed 

by Volz, op. cit. pp. 63 ff. He concludes that the idea of the Two Ages, in 

any case, is older dian the terms used to express it; we may safely assume 

that the distinction was a real one in the time of Jesus.1 Bonsirven" thinks 

that the expressions HTH nbWT] and N2H □ appeared at that time.3 

In the passages treated above we have sought to discover what part the 

Torah was expected to play in the ideal future whether conceived as a 

Messianic Age or as the ultimate Age to Come. To recapitulate, we found 

in the Old Testament, the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha and in die 

rabbinical sources the profound conviction that obedience to the Torah 

would be a dominating mark of the Messianic Age, and in the prophet 

Jeremiah a certain tension as to whether this obedience would be sponta¬ 

neous, in the sense that it would not be directed to, nor governed by, any 

external code, or whether some form of external Torah would still be 

1 See Mark x. 30; Luke xviii. 30; Matt. xii. 32, etal. The significance of this will be 

clear when w*e recognize that the difficulty of deciding whether Paul, for example, 

believed that in the Resurrection of Jesus the final Age to Come had arrived or whether 

that event merely inaugurated the Messianic Age has an important bearing on the 

Apostle’s attitude to the Law. See P.R.J.2 pp. 297 f.; H. J. Schoeps in Aus Fruh- 

christlicher Zeit: Religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Tubingen, 1950) (also 

Paulus (1959), pp. 177 ff.) has dealt with this in ‘Paulus als rabbinischer Exeget, 1, 

XpiOTOS teAos vopov’, pp. 221 ff. He applies some of the passages which we have 

examined above to the phrase in Rom. x. 4. ‘ Die Geltung des Gesetzes als gottlichen 

Heilsweges ist seit der Auferstehung Jesu von den Toten, die seine Messianitat sowohi 

wie auch den Anbruch der Endzeit beweist, beendigt. Denn das Gesetz ist Herr uber 

den Menschen, solange er lebt’ (Rom. vii. 1) (p. 223). In view of our treatment, 

Schoeps’ conclusions would seem to be too bold. The same difficulty must influence 

our interpretation of Matt. v. 18, on which see my article in Melanges bibliques en 

Vhonneur d'A. Robert (Paris, 1957), pp. 428-46. Leo Baeck in Judaism and Chris¬ 

tianity (1958), in an essay on The Faith of Paul, pp. 139 ff., takes very seriously the 

need to understand Paul’s attitude to the Law in terms of strictly Messianic specula¬ 

tion. The Law was to cease in the Messianic Age. ‘The primary question which 

Paul’s faith had to face was: which “period” was it, that of the Torah or that of the 

Messiah?’ (p. 162). As is the case with H J. Schoeps, Baeck seems to be too con¬ 

fident in his claim that the Law was to c. ase in the Messianic Age. On the other 

hand, D. Barthelemy, RB, lx (1953), 3.17, argues that, had the concept of the 
cessation of the Law been a marked element in Pharisaic Judaism in the first century, 

Paul would have made use of it in Rom. vii. 1-6. Instead he appeals to the principle 

that the Law was not binding after death. 2 Op. cit. 1, 312. 

3 N. Messel, in Die Einheitlichkeit der jildischen Eschatologie (1915), disputed that 

Jewish eschatology contained the distinction between This {earthly) Age and the 

{supernatural) Age to Come. The terms refer always, he claimed, to a purely this- 

worldly and earthly conception. See P. Volz, op. cit. p. 66. 
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operative. Generally, however, our sources revealed the expectation that 

the Torah in its existing form would persist into the Messianic Age, when 

its obscurities would be made plain, and when there would be certain 

natural adaptations and changes and, according to some, the inclusion of 

the Gentiles among those who accepted the yoke of the Torah. The most 

conscious and general recognition of the need for legal changes in the 

Messianic Age emerged in the DSS. It turned out to be difficult always to 

distinguish the Messianic Age from the Age to Come in the final sense, 

but we found evidence for the belief that this last would transcend all 

human thought and see the cessation of niSD: but, since the Holy One 

himself was conceived to be occupied with the study of the Torah in the 

eternal world, we must not preclude the Torah even from the Age to 

Come in too radical a fashion.1 

The evidence for the expectation of a New Torah which the Messiah 

should bring was not sufficiently definite and unambiguous to make us as 

certain as were Edersheim and Dalman2 that this was a well defined and 

accepted element in the Messianic hope, but neither was it inconsiderable 

and questionable enough for us to dismiss it, as does Klausner, as merely 

a late development in a Judaism influenced by Christianity, a point to which 

we shall return later. Strack-Billerbeck’s claim that the Torah of the 

Messiah would be new merely in the sense that it would expound the Old 

Torah more fully than was possible in this age probably errs on the side 

of caution. We can at least affirm that there were elements inchoate in the 

Messianic hope of Judaism, which could make it possible for some to 

regard the Messianic Age as marked by a New Torah, new indeed, as 

Strack-Billerbeck maintain, not in the sense that it contravened the old, 

but yet not merely in the sense that it affirmed the old on a new level, but 

in such a way as to justify the adjective nunn that was applied to it. 

(Possibly Jeremiah would have thought of a Torah new in kind, but 

even he, as we suggested, did not exclude the possibility of this new kind 

of Torah having at the same time an element of gramma in it like that of 

the Old Torah.) 

It is perilously easy, however, to systematize what was varied, vague 

and amorphous. Moreover, the isolation of passages dealing with one 

theme and their presentation in a concentrated, consecutive manner can 

too easily create an erroneous impression of their significance: to isolate 

in this context is to magnify, and to view the passages with which we have 

dealt in true perspective it is necessary to set them over against the vast 

1 G. F. Moore, Judaism, I, 273. 2 Jesus-Jeshua, Eng. trans. (1929), p. 85. 
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continent of the rabbinical sources; only then can they be rightly assessed. 

Nor must it be forgotten that the passages which we have cited are all 

haggadic, so diat they must lack a certain seriousness which more halakic 

passages would afford.1 [But see the preface.] 

In addition to all this, there is one difficulty, which we mentioned at the 

beginning of our discussion, which we have not yet met. Those passages 

which specifically use the term nunn min are late; and Klausner, who 

apparently accepts this term as referring to a New Torah, claims that the 

passages concerned are the result of Christian influence, by way of 

reaction, of course, upon Judaism. At a date earlier than these passages, 

what we usually find is the belief that, before the Messianic Age, Torah 

would almost fail in Israel but that it would later return. This late date of 

the passages, it is clear, is a real difficulty, no less than the paucity of their 

number, but we can submit certain considerations which may serve to 

offset these two factors. 

First, we must emphasize again that the silence of our sources as to an 

early belief in a New Torah may be due to deliberate surgery. We have 

previously pointed out that our rabbinic sources represent merely the 

Pharisaic element in Judaism and that certain polemic tendencies are 

traceable in them. We do know that the question of the New Torah 

agitated Judaism. There is a passage in Deuteronomy Rabbah viii. 6 

which reads thus: 

It is written, ‘For this commandment is not in heaven (Deut. xxx. 11, 12). Moses 

said to the Israelites, Lest you should say, Another Moses is to arise, and to 

bring us another Law from heaven, therefore I make it known to you now that 

it is not in heaven: nothing of it is left in heaven. ... 

The polemical intention is obvious. Paul had used the same kind of 

midrash on Deut. xxx in Rom. x. 6 ff. in support of the view that God’s 

word had drawn near to men in Christ. Again in Baruch iii. 29 ff. 

we hear another undertone of controversy where Wisdom is claimed to 

be inaccessible in the following terms: 

Who hath gone up into heaven, and taken her (that is, Wisdom) 

And brought her down from the clouds? 

Who hath gone over the sea, and found her 

And will bring her for choice gold?2 

1 G. F. Moore, op. cit. 1, 162. Dr Lieberman insists on this strongly (so orally). 

2 On this see M. Jack Suggs, ‘The Word is near you: Note on Rom. x. 6-io', 
Report of Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis (New York, i960), p. 8. Paul, 

he claims, follows a well-established tradition in which the word of Deut. xxx. 12-14 

is Wisdom’s ‘incarnation’ in the Torah. 
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But in Baruch iv. i it is asserted that Wisdom has appeared on earth in the 

Torah. Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho makes the same controversy clear: 

he goes so far as to claim that he has read that there will be a final Law.1 

Weiss2 also regarded a complicated passage from TB Shabbath 104a, 

which deals with variant forms of the Hebrew letters and claims that the 

text of the Torah can suffer no innovations from any prophet, as directed 

against Paul’s attitude towards the Torah. The phrase ‘these are the 

commandments’, derived from Lev. xxvii. 34, was taken to teach that 

‘a prophet may henceforth (that is, after Moses) make no innovations’; 

and Strack-Billerbeck3 cite R. Johannan b. Zakkai’s famous dictum, which 

we cited above, as a direct polemic comment on Mark vii. 14 ff. (and 

parallels). In view of all the above, we may safely claim that die early 

presentation of Christianity as involving a New Law in the SM or in the 

Katvfi 6vtoAt) of the Fourth Gospel produced counter-claims within 

Judaism such as we see in Deuteronomy Rabbah viii. 6. But this may 

also, perhaps, account for the absence in our rabbinic sources of any 

specific early references to a New Torah, such as may possibly have been 

once contemplated. By the time that the passages which actually speak 

of a New Torah are found the separation of Church and Synagogue had 

become such that speculation among Jews and Christians could be 

mutually stimulating without being dangerous. It is arguable, at least, 

that this might account for the greater readiness of later Judaism to speak 

of a New Torah.4 

Secondly, a further similar consideration illustrates the kind of situation 

which may account for the absence of early references to any New Torah. 

It has been pointed out by Bonsirven that despite the fact that the idea of 

1 Ante-Nicene Christian Library, n, see pp. 99 f. Justin here claims that he has 

read ‘that there shall be a final law (and an eternal one)’, vvvi 5e ccvEyvcov yap, cb 

Tputpcov, oTi eaoiTO Kai TeAEuralos vojjos Kai Aia9f)Kr| KvpicoTcnT) Traacbv. . . 
Aicovios te qplv vopos (Isa. lv. 3; lxi. 8; Jer. xxxii. 40) Kal TEAEi/Tatos 6 XpiaTOS 

£6o0q Kai rj S:a0f)Kr| ttiott). Text from G. Archambaulr, Justin: Dialogue avec 

Tryphon (Paris, 1909), I, 51 ff. See especially n. 2. 

1 Cited in Soncino translation of TB Shabbath, p. 499, n. 5. 

3 S-B, Kommentar, I, 719. 

4 I have here followed J. Klausner, but I do so with hesitation. I am not quite sure 

that he is correct in thinking that it would be easier for later Judaism to contemplate 

a New Torah than it would have been for first-century Judaism. The antipathy to 

Christianity had become greater, not less. The concept of a New Torah might 

perhaps have been indigenous and not merely the outcome of Christian influences. 

Within Christianity the concept of a New Law developed coincidentally with that 

of the Church as a New Israel. See on this, M. Simon, Verus Israel (1948), 

pp. 100 ff. 
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the Covenant dominates Jewish thought, surprisingly enough the idea is 

relatively little exploited in the rabbinical sources. Bonsirven gives a 

reason for diis: he rightly suggests that the Law had replaced it as the 

centre of Jewish life and thought;1 but an additional reason for the fact 

mentioned surely may be that the covenantal idea was so prominent in 

Christianity that it became, if not exactly distasteful to Judaism, neverthe¬ 

less deliberately disused because of its marked Christian associations. It 

is the same kind of reaction against the New Law preached by early 

Christians which may have caused the comparative silence of the rabbinic 

sources on the concept of a New Law. 

We are now in a position to turn again to the Matthaean approach to the 

words of Jesus with which we were concerned in the preceding chapter: 

how do Jewish expectations illuminate this? It must be recognized at the 

1 Op. cit. i, 79 f. His words deserve quotation: ‘Cette idee de Palliance domine 

toute la pensee juive: nous sommes d’autant plus surpris de constater que la litterature 

rabbinique a relativement peu exploite cette donnee biblique primordiale.’ J. Bon¬ 

sirven asserts that there are very few places where rabbis speculate on the covenantal 

idea: in the Midrashim comments on the biblical texts dealing with the Covenant are 

few. He also points out how sectarian movements remained far truer to the Old 

Testament in tins; for example, the Dead Sea Sect governed its life on the covenantal 

principle. Thus not only Christian concentration on covenantal ideas, but other 

sectarian tendencies also would tend to reinforce the surprising neglect of die explicit 

treatment of such texts in the rabbinic sources. To judge from the extant works of 

Philo the same neglect of the covenantal idea might be found in Hellenistic Judaism, 

but G. F. Moore pointed out that Philo wrote two lost treatises on the Covenants 

(see R. Marcus (citing G. F. Moore), op. cit. p. 14 n.). (The view expressed by H. J. 

Schoeps in Aus fruhchristlicher Zeit, p. 228, that Diaspora Judaism or Septuagint- 

Judaism, as he describes it, had a false conception of the covenantal relation between 

Yahweh and Israel, as did also Paul, to speak very mildly, is to be very seriously 

questioned.) In his Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums, p. 90, the same 

scholar offers parallels to the above mentioned neglect of the covenant concept in die 

rabbis, parallels which are illuminating. Schoeps is concerned to show the way in 

which Judaism reacted to the Jewish-Christian emphasis on Christ as the New 

Moses. He writes: ‘Welchen Rang und welche Verbreitung dieses Dogma, vielleicht 

auf essaische Urspriinge zuriickgehend, Christus Jesus-Novus Moses in der jiidischen 

Christenheitgehabt haben muB, lassen uns auch zwei weitere Umstande erkennen.. . . 

Zum anderen der auffallige Verzicht derTannaiten und friihen Amoraer, Deut. xviii. 15 

und 18 auszulegen [see especially p. 90, n. 3, for evidence]. Es begegnet uns hier 

dieselbe Erscheinung wie bei der Auslegungsgeschichte von Jes. liii; Ps. ii. 7; cx. 1; 

Jer. xxxi. 31 f.; Hos. ii. 25 usw. Die judische Theologie der ersten Jahrhunderte n. Chr. 

fand diese Schriftsteller bereits durch die chr is cliche Auslegung praokkupiert und 

verjchtete daher auf ihre Verwendung innerhalb messianischer Diskussionen oder legte sie 

betont uneschatologisch aus * (Our italics.) Compare also G. Quell, T.W.Z.N.T. 

11, ad loc. For the way in which Judaism closed its ranks against Christianity, see 

S. W. Baron, A social and religious history of the Jews2, II, 2 (Philadelphia, 1952), 

130 ff., and the bibliographical details he supplies. 
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outset that the evidence that we have been able to adduce in favour of a 

new Messianic Torah, when set over against the totality of the eschato¬ 

logical expectation of Judaism, is not impressive. In one respect—apart 

from the comparative paucity of the material—it must appear negative. 

As we wrote at the beginning of this chapter, could we clearly distinguish 

the role expected of the Torah in the Messianic Age and in the Age to 

Come we would be able to set the early Christian attitude to the Law in 

true perspective. Thus, for example, by determining how the various 

elements in the New Testament conceived the Resurrection, whether it 

was regarded as the inauguration of the Messianic Age or of the Age to 

Come proper, in its ultimate manifestation, we could then discover what 

attitude to the Law would be natural to them. But this our Jewish sources 

will not allow us to do, except in the most ambiguous way. Not only was 

the distinction between the Age to Come and Messianic Age not always 

clear, so that we had constant difficulty in deciding to which Age a 

particular passage referred, but it would not be correct to speak of any one 

generally accepted Jewish expectation as to the role of the Torah in either 

of these periods. The result of our survey is not in any sense decisive. 

On the other hand, the material presented above is sufficiently cogent to 

illumine for us the Matthaean understanding of the SM. Matthew w'as 

conscious, as were other early Christians, of living in the Messianic Age: 

the role of the Law, therefore, inevitably occupied him. We saw that for 

him the Christian Dispensation, among other things, denies the Old Law 

on one level, but affirms and fulfils it on another; this is the meaning of the 

SM. Matthew does not explicitly claim to have received a New Torah, 

although the substance of a New Messianic Torah is clearly present to his 

mind. As the rabbis, and especially as the Dead Sea Sectarians, anticipated, 

the Messianic Age had brought for Matthew a teaching (pVlK, min) 

with eschatological authority (vii. 28). In his emphasis on the Messianic 

teaching in the SM> Matthew reveals especial affinity, perhaps, with the 

sectarians, who had very unequivocally contrasted the ‘judgements’ by 

which they were to be ruled after the Prophet and the Messiahs of Aaron 

and Israel had come, with the interim ones to which, until then, they were 

subject. But, unless the Messiah of Aaron be equated with Elias redivivus, 
which is unlikely, the sectarians had ascribed the giving of these antici¬ 

pated new judgements to the Prophet, that is, the Messianic function was 

not strictly connected with the promulgation of new laws. In connecting 

Jesus, as Messiah, especially with the giving of teaching, Matthew differs 

from the Sectarians: that is, the teaching in the SM is more specifically 
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that of the Messiah in Matthew’s view, than would have been the case had 

the Sectarians found that dieir Messiahs had come. In his awareness of 

the significance of the moral teaching of Jesus, as belonging to the Mes¬ 

sianic Age, Matthew has Sectarian affinities, but in pinning this down to 

Jesus as the Messiah himself he departs from the Sectarian anticipation. 

Does he, at this very point, attach himself to the rabbinic anticipation? 

Ginzberg would have denied this: he insisted strongly that the Messiah 

of Jewish expectation was not concerned with interpreting the Law. The 

marks of the Messianic Age in rabbinic tradition would be repentance, 

liberation from Gentile domination (by the Ephraimitic Messiah), the 

appearance of Elijah as forerunner of the Davidic Messiah, and finally, the 

coming of the latter. The ‘teaching’ of the Age would be in the hands of 

Elijah.1 But the passages to which we have appealed justify the view that 

in some rabbinic circles the Messiah had a didactic function. And it is 

this emphasis that Matthew found congenial. His is, in this sense, in part 

a rabbinic Christ, whose words were for him lialakali and the ground for 

halakah both for Israel and for the Gentile world: both Israel and the 

latter are addressed in these words of Jesus. At this point again it is im¬ 

possible to claim Matthew for any single milieu: he reveals both sectarian 

and rabbinic affinities. One thing is clear: even if the concept of a New 

Torah in the Messianic Age had not become explicit in Judaism before 

Christ (which is not at all sure), his figure was a catalyst3 which gave 

life to what was inchoate: with him came also a vopos Xpiorou. 

1 Op. cit. ad rem. 

3 The situation revealed in Matthew recalls that in the Fourth Gospel. In xvi. 

13-16 Jesus is denied to be one of the prophets, nor can xi. 2 be certainly regarded 

as referring to the expected ‘Prophet* rather than to the Messiah himself. The crowds 

take Jesus to be a prophet in xxi. 46 and, almost certainly, in xxi. 11, but such a 

generalized concept of a prophet is to be distinguished from that of an eschatological 

figure ‘the Prophet*: this emerges from pp. 143 ff. above, and this is rightly em¬ 

phasized by Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes (Gottingen, 1953), p. 61. But 

the characteristics of ‘the Prophet* to come are ascribed by Matthew to Jesus as 

Messiah. The Matthaean Messiah reminds us also of the Teacher of Righteousness 

and the Interpreter of the Law of the Scrolls. With the Messianic, Matthew has fused 

prophetic and rabbinic traits. The same ambiguity emerges in John. In John i. 22 
'the Prophet* is distinguished from the Messiah. But in John vi. 14 Jesus is taken 

by the people to be ‘the Prophet’ and is, in turn, interpreted as a Messianic figure 

because they immediately want to make him a king (compare C. H. Dodd, The 

Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel', 1953, p. 345); this is a more natural explanation 

of John vi. 15 than that an ancient belief in the magic power of the king emerges 

here (H. Windisch, Paulus und Christus, 1934, p. 79). This understanding of the 

Messiah as the Prophet’ Bultmann (op. cit. p. 61) takes to be a specifically Christian 

development (Acts iii. 22, vii. 37). Deut. xviii. 15 was not, lie claims, Messianically 

189 

262 



JEWISH MESSIANIC EXPECTATION 

But despite his sense of the didactic significance of Jesus, the Messiah, 

Matthew, nevertheless, remains sensitive to the niceties of the expectations 

of Judaism. It was this sensitivity, in part at least, that may have made him 

hesitate to use the phrase ‘new teaching* or ‘new Law of the Messiah*. 

The ambiguity of Jewish expectation has invaded the Evangelist’s presen¬ 

tation of the Messianic era. Nevertheless, the phrase ‘New Torah* did 

emerge in Judaism and may have already emerged in the first century 

within Pharisaic Judaism; Paul did not hesitate to speak of‘the Law of 

Christ* (rroa Vw min) and John of ‘the New Commandment’, kccivt\ 

evtoAti, and of evToAai toO Xptarou.1 It is, therefore, probable that it 

was not only his sensitivity to the niceties of rabbinic and sectarian 

eschatological anticipations that caused Matthew to change the ‘new 

teaching’ of Mark i. 27 to the ‘teaching* of vii. 27. There must have been 

other factors in his world which caused him to temper his language in this 

way. These we shall explore in the next chapter. 

applied in pre-Christian Judaism {ibid.), and although he recognizes the Moses- 

Messiah, New Exodus motif therein {op. cit. p. 61, n. 8), he rejects Jeremias’s view 

(1Golgotha, 1926, p. 83) that ‘the Prophet’ is a returned Moses (Bultmann, op. cit. 

p. 158, n. 2). As far as the DSS are concerned our examination confirmed Bultmann’s 

separation of‘the Prophet’ from the Messiah, but, while the former was not to be 

a returned Moses, he was a New Moses, that is, a figure like the first Moses. The 

complexity of Messianic expectation does not allow us to be as unequivocal as 

Bultmann. We may claim, with some certainty, in the light of Matthew and John 

that eschatological figures which in Judaism were often distinct, even if they some¬ 

times tended to merge, become identified in primitive Christianity. Is it unreasonable 

to suggest that this is so because the figure of Jesus historically suggested diat he 

was all these—Messiah, ‘the Prophet’, Rabbi: it is in this sense that we use the term 

‘catalyst’ of Jesus above. On John vi, see C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to 

St John (London, 1958), p. 231: ‘Several features of this chapter suggest that Jesus 

was the prophet “like unto Moses’”; and C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the 

Fourth Gospel, ibid, and p. 339. He takes ‘die Prophet* to be a quasi-Messianic 

designation. Jesus in John vi is New Moses and infinitely more. On the influence 

of the belief in ‘the Prophet’, see F. W. Young, J.B.L. lxxv (1956), 285 ff. 
1 John xiii. 34; xiv. 15; compare 1 John ii. 7 ff.; 2 John v. In the Epistle to the 

Hebrews the failure of the old cultus necessarily demands the emergence of a new 

or, at least, changed Law; see Heb. vii. 12. The New Commandment of John is dealt 

widi in J.B.L. lxxiv (1955), 69-79, by Harrisville. He rejects the view that the 

New Commandment is merely a radicalizing of the old, and Bultmann’s claim that it 

is not new historically, and insists diat the ‘new commandment’ is new in content and 

historically—because it belongs to a new aeon that has dawned and is to be practised 

‘in the light of that love w'hich Jesus is about to show in his death’ (p. 79). ‘What 

gives Jesus’ words their gravity in John xiii. 34 and their seriousness is that the one 

who delivers the commandment is about to be sacrificed in order to establish die new 

eschatological covenant, a covenant by which God orders his relationship to men in 

a new and final way* {ibid.). 
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M. DE JONGE 

JEWISH EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE 

‘MESSIAH’ ACCORDING TO THE 

FOURTH GOSPEL 

I. INTRODUCTION 

i. This paper will deal with a number of passages in the Fourth Gospel in 

which Jews express Jewish beliefs concerning the Messiah. Three of these arc 

found in the debates among various groups in Jerusalem which are recorded 

in chapter vii; they all deal with the commg of the Messiah, 
vii. 27 

6 5e xpio~rbs otcxv epyTyrai, oOSels yivcbaxEi tto0ev eotiv. 
vii. 31 

6 xptcrrbs QTav sA0q, jar| TrAei'ova crrmela ttoitictei £>v outos euoiriaev; 

vii. 41 b, 42 

\ir\ yap ek tt\s TaAiAaias 6 ypicrros EpysTai; ouy q ypoccpf) sIttev oti ek tou 

OTTEpuaTOS Aavi5, Kai caro Br|0AEE|ji Tps KcoiJirjs ottou fjv Aau(8f EpyeTai 6 

xp^qs; 

lo these three must be added the statement in xii. 34, pusls rjKoOaansv ex 

toO vopou oti 6 xpi^os ptvEt £15 tov aicova, adduced as an obj’cction to 

Jesus’ announcement oti 8eT uvycoOpvai tov uiov toO av0pcbTrou. 

Besides these direct statements there is an allusion to Jewish beliefs con¬ 

cerning the Messiah in i. 19-34 where John the Baptist is questioned by 

representatives of the Jews. On the question ‘Who are you?’ there seem to be 

three possible answers: ‘the Christ’, ‘Elijah’ and ‘the Prophet’, obviously in 

accordance with known variants in Jewish expectation. There is a clear 

connection (apart from the Elijah-conccpt) between this section and vii. 40-4 

where there are two options: ‘the Prophet’ or ‘the Christ’. 

Next i. 35-51 should be mentioned, because in this passage Jesus’ first 
disciples confess their faith in Jesus in terms which are obviously meant to 

represent various aspects of Jewish expectation. Andrew speaks of 6 Msaalas 

(translated explicitly as ‘the Christ’, i. 41); Philip announces ‘him about 

whom Moses in the Law and the Prophets have written’ (i. 45, note the 

emphasis there and here on EupqxauEv!) and Nathanael in his confession 
speaks of 6 uios toO 0eou, 6 pacnAsus toO ’IopaqA (i. 49). 

Similarly iv. 25 points to the Samaritan expectation of (again) the coming 

of the Messiah oT5a oti MEornas Epx£Tai...oTav eA0t) ekeivos, avayysAet 

f)[i!v amxvTa. 
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2. In all these eases the Fourth Gospel clearly wishes to confront Jesus’ own 

statements about himself, or pronouncements of others concerning him, with 

current Jewish (and Samaritan) expectations. Our primary task, therefore, 

is to investigate how these references to Jewish (or Samaritan) beliefs function 

in the setting in which they occur, and within the Gospel as a whole. 

Secondly, we must ask from what source(s) the evangelist derived his 

information concerning these expectations about ‘the Messiah’, and we must 

try to assess his reliability in reproducing them. Are there parallels in Jewish 

(or Christian) documents which may corroborate or supplement the state¬ 

ments made by the Jews (and the Samaritans) in the Fourth Gospel, so that 

we can understand why and how they are introduced in the Gospel? If not, 

do the statements in the Fourth Gospel supplement what we know from other 

sources and do they help us to sketch a more coherent picture of Jewish beliefs 

concerning the Messiah at the time the Fourth Gospel was written? I should 

like to stress that we cannot deal with the second problem until we have dis¬ 

cussed the first. We cannot use the Johanninc material without taking into 

account that the Jews whose opinion is expressed in the Gospel appear on a 

scene set by a Christian evangelist. They are portrayed as ‘representative 

Jews’ and are obviously introduced in the Gospel because it was important to 

compare John’s views on Jesus the Christ with Jewish expectations concerning 

the Messiah. 
If statements made by Jewish opponents or sympathizers in the Fourth 

Gospel do not agree with expressions or conceptions found in Jewish sources, 

or show only partial agreements, we may not exclude the possibility that the 

Gospel, as only source, has preserved truly Jewish notions and beliefs. After all 

the Jewish material is variegated, and very scanty and haphazard. Yet the 

Johanninc material can only be used to fill in the gaps or to correct the picture 

after due allowance has been made for its function within the Fourth Gospel. 

II. THE FUNCTION OF THE JEWISH STATEMENTS CONCERNING 

‘THE MESSIAH’ IN THE GOSPEL-SOME GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS1 

Before turning to a more detailed treatment of the individual passages some 

more general remarks, relating to all passages, may be useful. 
1. In an important excursus in his commentary on the Fourth Gospel2 

1 The points raised in this section are nearly all dealt with at greater length in a number of earlier 
studies. See ‘Nicodemus and Jesus: Some observations on misunderstanding and understanding in 
the Fourth Gospel’, B.J.R.L. uu (1970-71), 337"59 (The Manson Memorial Lecture 1970); 
‘Onbcgrip in Jcruzalcm. Jezus cn dc Jodcn in Johannes 7’, Roudom lift Woord, XV (1973); 
‘Jesus as Prophet and King in the Fourth Gospel’, Ephemerides Tlicologicae Lovanieiiscs, xlix (1973). 
and ‘The Use of the Word XPIFTOI in the Johanninc Epistles’, in Studies in John presented to 

Prof. Dr J. N. Scvcnstcr (Suppl. N.T. xxiv) (Leiden, 1970), pp. G6-74. 
2 R. Schnackcnburg, Das Jolumnesevangelium, 1 (Frciburg-Bascl-Wicn, 19G5), pp. 321-8 (further 

referred to as Commentary 1). Sec also his ‘Die Mcssiasfragc itn Johanncscvangclium’, in jYculcsta- 

meniliche Aufs/itze (Festschrift J. Schmid) (Regensburg, 19G3), pp. 240-G4. 
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R. Schnackcnburg has emphasized that the entire passage i. 19-51 is 

purposely centred on the question of the fulfilment of Jewish messianic expec¬ 

tations in Jesus. The Baptist refuses to ascribe any messianic dignity to himself 

and points to the One who comes after him; the first disciples understand right 

from the start that various aspects of Jewish messianic expectation converge 

in this Jesus whom they have met. They need further instruction leading to a 

deeper insight - and this instruction is given in the later chapters of the Gos¬ 

pel - but clearly this chapter is meant to give a survey of messianic titles and 

designations and to emphasize that they find their true meaning and fulfil¬ 

ment in Jesus. 

In the same way in iv. 1-42 some typical Samaritan reactions are recorded 

and here again Jesus is portrayed as the one whom the Samaritan woman 

expects (0.26) and whom the villagers hail as the Saviour of the world (v. 42).1 

In chapter vii the evangelist deals with various reactions in the crowd and in 

the leading circles in Jerusalem, and in this framework he brings up one 

tentative question in favour of Jesus and a number ofjewish objections against 

his Messiahship - the last of these being reserved to a later occasion, in xii. 

34.2 A similar treatment of the question of Jesus’ true identity by means of a 

report of a debate taking up one theme from various points of view we find in 

chapter ix, where, however, the title Messiah (Christ) docs not occupy a 

central position. All this, of course, is well known; I mention it here because 

I want to emphasize the literary character of the treatment of the problem of 

Jesus’ Messiahship. Representative people (disciples, ordinary people: the 

crowd, Jewish leaders, Samaritans) express representative beliefs and raise 
representative objections. 

2. Though the persons mentioned in the various stories arc meant to be 

representative, they are more like actors in a play, whose utterances help along 

the course of events and, even more, the development of thought, than identi¬ 

fiable individuals belonging to clearly defined groups, even if we look at the 

Fourth Gospel by itself, regardless of its links with history. This may be 

illustrated by a very short survey of the dramatis personae in vii. 10-52.3 

Here we find in vv. 10-13 two groups among the crowds over against the 

Jews whom they fear (v. 13). The hostility of‘the Jews’4 is quite marked here, 

as it is elsewhere in the Gospel (see e.g. vii. 1, 19 and v. 16, 18; x. 31; xi. 8). 

Yet in v. 11 (as in v. 35) a broader and not specifically hostile group may be 

meant. In vv. 14-24 ‘the Jews’ arc Jesus’ opponents in a discussion which 

ends with a rabbinical argument, so we might suppose that this term indicates 

1 See further the Appendix. 

2 See especially R. Schnackcnburg, ‘Die Messiasfrage’, pp. 249-52, and C. H. Dodd, The Inter¬ 
pretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge, 1953), pp. 89-92 and p. 346, where Dodd says: ‘The 
evangelist has brought together here most of what he has to say in reply to Jewish objections against 
the messianic claims made for Jesus.* 

3 See also‘Onbegrip in Jeruzalcm’. 
4 On ot MovSalot see E. Griisser, ‘Die antijiidische Polcmik im Johannesevangelium’, N.T.S. 

ix (19G4-5), 74-90. 
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the Jewish leaders in Jerusalem.1 Yet in v. 19 6 6\Kos has already appeared 

again. Moreover, where Jewish leaders are mentioned explicitly in this chap¬ 

ter they are never called ‘the Jews’; v. 32 speaks of‘the Pharisees’ and ‘the 

chief priests and the Pharisees’; in vv. 45-52 where we arc told of the discus¬ 

sions in the council-chamber the term ‘rulers’ is also introduced (v. 48, cf. 

v. 26). 6 ox^os or 01 oxAoi are never clearly defined or divided groups; the 

evangelist is clearly not interested in the description of different parties, but 

contents himself with outlining different reactions (see vv. 10-12, 31, 41-3); 

the picture is further complicated by the introduction of‘some of the people 

of Jerusalem’ in vv. 25-30 who stand over against ‘the rulers’ (v. 26). It is not 

clear whether they belong to the crowd or not, and whether they or a differ¬ 

ent undefined group (cf. v. 25) try to kill Jesus (v. 30). 

This subject would deserve further treatment, but for the purpose of this 

paper these illustrations taken from one chapter may suffice. Yet, however 

vague the description may be, it is useful to note who are said to express 

Jewish messianic beliefs. In vii. 27 the speakers are ‘some of the people of 

Jerusalem’. In vii. 40-4 we meet various groups in the crowd, one of which 

makes the objection about the Messiah’s Davidic descent and his birth in 

Bethlehem. In xii. 34 it is 6 6x^05 that is speaking. In vii. 31 we are told that 

‘ many believed in him ’; these believers put the question (to be answered nega¬ 

tively!) : ‘When the Messiah comes, is it likely that he will perform more signs 

than this man? ’ It is after their reaction that the Pharisees decide to take action. 

People who are sympathetic towards Jesus occur several times in the Gos¬ 

pel. Sometimes they belong to the common people (ii. 23-5; vi. 2; vii. 40-1; 

viii. 31; x. 42; xi. 45, 47-8; xii. 11). Sometimes they belong to the leaders 

(Nicodemus iii. 1-2; vii. 50-2; xix. 38-42; Joseph of Arimathca xix. 38-42; 

many of the ocpxovTes xii. 42-3; some of the Pharisees ix. 16). Often this 

sympathy is called faith (ii. 23-5; vii. 31; viii. 31; x. 42; xi. 45, 48; xii. 11,42) 

and Joseph of Arimathea is called a disciple (xix. 38). This faith is often 

connected with the signs performed by Jesus (ii. 23-5; xi. 45, 47-8; xii. 10- 

11, 42, cf. vi. 2; x. 42) as it is in vii. 31. We cannot and need not speak about 

the function of signs in the Fourth Gospel and about the Gospel’s effort to 

define correctly the relationship between faith in Jesus and the signs and 

works performed by him: it constitutes one of the major themes of Johannine 

theology.2 But I should like to emphasize that the people meant here eventu¬ 

ally fall under a negative verdict. Their faith needs a fundamental correction; 

ii. 23-5, the first passage to mention this category of Jewish believers, tells 

quite plainly: ‘Jesus for his part would not trust himself to them. He knew 

men so well, all of them, that he needed no evidence from others about a man, 

for he himself could tell what was in a man.’3 

1 Cf. for example the alternation between ol MouSaloi (vv. 18, 22) and ol Oaptaalot (vv. 13, 15, 
16, 40) in chapter 9. 2 Sec below, n. 1, on p. 262. 

3 See ‘Nicodemus and Jesus*, passim, and section iv 4 below. 
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3. Next, I should like to point out that there is no real discussion about the 

Jewish statements. In vii. 25-30 Jesus’ reaction is significantly introduced by 

eKpa^ev evtco lEpep SiSaaKcov (cf. vii. 37) ^ Jesus takes up the tt60ev, explains it 

in terms of his special mission, which presupposes a unique relationship 

between Father and Son, but lie does not use the word xpxcrvos himself. 

There is no reaction from Jesus whatever after vii. 31; we are obviously 

expected to make the necessary adjustments by comparing this statement 

with the outcome of the discussion between Jesus and Nicodemus in chapter 

iii, the discourse on the Bread from Heaven in chapter vi and elsewhere. The 

debate in vii. 40-4 is a typically inner-Jewish discussion in which Jesus 

himself docs not take part; once the problem where he comes from is answered 

in vii. 25-30 there is no need for further comment on matters like Davidic 

descent and birth at Bethlehem. In xii. 34 the objection voiced by the crowd 

concerning Jesus’ pronouncement that the Son of Man must be lifted up, and 

the following question about the identity of this Son of Man, are not answered. 

Here as in the previous cases the Jewish statements point to a more or less 

fundamental misunderstanding.2 

4. In this connection it may be useful to point out that i. 19-51, where 

various messianic designations, including the word ‘Messiah’ itself, occur 

successively, ends with a reference to the Son of Man, his contact with 

heaven by means of ascending and descending angels. This is not the place to 

speak about the ascent-descent pattern in the Fourth Gospel; I should like to 

refer here to W. A. Meeks’ fundamental contribution to Johannine studies in 

his recent article: ‘The Man from Heaven in Johannine sectarianism.’3 It 

may be useful to emphasize that i. 19-50 stands between i. 18 and i. 51, both 

dealing with the heavenly status of the One to whom all the designations in 

the intermediate section point in their own way. The same is true of chapter 

iii where the term ‘a teacher sent by God, performing signs’ in v. 2 is corrected 

and superseded by the expressions (only) Son, Son of God, and Son of Man 

which designate Jesus’ heavenly origin and ultimate authority. We may 

also mention here chapter ix where the discussion is concerned with Jesus’ 

authority conceived in terms of true prophecy, and where Jesus in a private 

final conversation with the blind man introduces the term ‘Son of Man’ in 

connection with his own mission - as in i. 51 and in iii. 13, 14. Many more 

examples could be given in order to show that titles like ‘prophet’, ‘teacher 

sent by God’, ‘king’ or even ‘Messiah’ do not correspond completely with 

the real status and authority of Him to whom they point. The terms are not 

wrong but insufficient; they may be used in a wrong context and are, there¬ 

fore, in need of further definition. 

1 Kpdrjco occurs also in vii. 28, i. 15 and xii. 44. It is used especially of inspired utterances, see 
R. Bultinann, Das Evanqelium dcs Johannes (Gottingen, 12i952), p. 50 n. 3, who refers to Rom. viii. 15; 
ix. 27; Gal, iv. G. 

2 See further ‘Jesus as Prophet and King’, and ‘Onbegrip in Jcruzalcm’. 
3 J.D.L. xci (1972), 44-72. 
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In the ease of the use ofxpioros this further definition is given with the help 

of the terms Son of Man and Son of God. So i. 51 comes after i. 41; vii. 28, 29 

implying Jesus’ being Son of the Father come after vii. 27 and correct this 

basically so that by implication the discussion in vii. 40-4 becomes superficial 

and superfluous.1 Also in xii. 34 it is clear that the Jews introduce the term 

* Messiah’ in a context where Jesus prefers the term ‘ Son of Man’ and connects 

this Son of Man concept with the notion of‘being lifted up’. 

5. The results of 11 3 and 4 are fully borne out by a study of the statements 

about ‘the Christ’ which have not yet been mentioned. Again there is only 

time for some short comments.2 

It is clear that the evangelist realizes that 6 xpicrros is a Jewish designation; 

we have seen that he uses the transliteration 6 Mectcti'ccs and translates it in 

i. 41. In ix. 22 he tells his readers that a confession of Jesus as 6 xpiorbs will 

necessarily be followed by expulsion from the synagogue. The Fourth Gospel 

wishes to stress that the use of the title 6 xpicrros for Jesus is the real issue in the 

debate between synagogue and Christian community. This is also the reason 

why this term occupies such a prominent place in the arguments used by 

Jews. Yet the evangelist himself regards the title 6 xpioros as inadequate and 

in need of further comment. 
The section on John the Baptist in i. 19-34 ends with John’s witness to 

Jesus as the Son of God,3 not to Jesus as the Christ, though that is the central 

designation used by the representatives of the Jews (iii. 28 referring to i. 21-3). 

In his reply to the question of the Jews in x. 24 ‘ If you arc the Messiah say so 

plainly’, Jesus refers to the acts performed by him in the name of the Father 

(x. 25). This passage ends with a. very penetrating discourse and debate on 

the nature of Jesus’ sonship and of his unity with the Father (x. 25-30, 31-9). 

When Martha confesses her faith in xi. 27 she says to Jesus: ‘I am convinced 

(TreTrfcrreuKa) that you arc the Messiah, the Son of God, who was to come into 

the world.’ The title 6 xpxords and the use of the verb epxeo^ca in connection 

with it are well-known features of Jewish statements in John, as we have seen. 

But the Christian confession 6 xpicrros 1S interpreted by the addition 6 vios 

toO 0eoO. This is also the case in xx. 30, 31, the well-known ‘first ending’ of 

the gospel. A number of the signs which Jesus performed in the presence of his 

disciples were recorded in this book in order that the readers might believe 

that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that through this faith they 

might have life in his name. This shows the inadequacy of the formulation 

and, therefore, of the faith of the believers among the crowd in vii. 31 who 

1 Sec ‘Jesus as Prophet and King*, passim. 
2 Sec R. Schnackcnburg, ‘Die Mcssiasfragepp. 240-4, 254-6, and M. dc Jongc, 'The Use of the 

word XPIITOZ in the Johanninc Epistles’, pp. 71-4. In i. 17 and xvii. 3 the expression Mnoous 
Xptor6$ occurs, both times in a context which emphasizes the unity between Father and Son. 

3 The title ‘Son of God’ is exactly the one we would expect in i. 34, and therefore it is likely to be 
original. On the other hand it can be argued that the unusual ^ekt6s (variant found in X*, some 
Old Latin and the two Old Syrian versions and in Ambrose) was changed into the more familiar 

vl6s toO 0eoO. 
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held that the signs performed by Jesus pointed to his Messiahship. They were 

right and vet not right, because they did not pay sufficient attention to the 

fact that this Jesus is the Son of God. 

6. This rather rapid and general survey has made clear, I think, that the 

Jewish statements about the Messiah either point to a complete misunder¬ 

standing (vii. 27, 41/7-42; xii. 34) and are therefore ignored (vii. 41 £, 42; 

xii. 34) or reinterpreted fundamentally (vii. 27); or they represent an inade¬ 

quate formulation of belief in Jesus (vii. 31) which is subsequently implicitly 

corrected.1 Christian believers may use and do use ‘the Christ’ as designation 

for Jesus (i. 41, cf. vii. 41) - it is the central point in the debate between Jews 

and Christians - but this title needs to be interpreted. The Gospel interprets 

it by the title Son of God, pointing to the unity between Jesus and the Father 

who sent him. 

We shall now try to fill in this general picture with the help of the results of 

a more detailed treatment of the passages concerned and of a comparison of 

the statements which concern us with data known from other sources. 

III. TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUAL PASSAGES 

i. The witness of John the Baptist (i. 19-34) 

The first passage to be dealt with is i. 19-34, a section of the Gospel which 

did not receive much attention in the preceding part of the paper, because it 

presupposes Jewish beliefs rather than mentioning or correcting them 

explicitly.2 

John’s explicit and solemn negative confession (v. 20: Kal cbpoAoyriaev 

xai ouk T)pvf)CTcnro, xai cbuoAoyricjev!) spoken in front of official representa¬ 

tives of the Jews (vv. 19, 22, 24)3 is an important part of his iiccpTupi'a. John is 

portrayed as the ideal witness to Christ (vv. 19, 32, 34 and 7-8; iii. 26 and 

v. 33-6).4 There is no doubt that he is dmcrraAiaevos irccpa OeoO (i. 6; iii. 28) 

and that he witnesses to the truth (v. 33). That is why the section devoted to 

his preaching is made to end with the perfectly adequate statement: ‘He 

(Jesus) is the Son of God.’ Yet John is no more than a witness to the truth, 

whose testimony is important and essential for those for whom he preached - 

some of his disciples become disciples of Jesus, and if the Jews whom Jesus 

1 Cf. iv. 25. See Appendix. 

2 A useful survey of recent opinion is found in chapter v,‘John the Baptist in the Fourth Gospel’, 
in Walter Wink’s John the Baptist in the Gospel Tradition (S.N.T.S. Monograph Ser. 7) (Cambridge, 1968), 
pp. 87-106. 

3 It is not clear whether in the present text v. 24 refers back to v. iq or introduces a new deputa¬ 
tion. On theories of interpretation and redaction regarding vv. 22-4 see R. Schnackenburg, 
Commentary 1, pp. 280-1, and R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to John {I-XII) (New York, 1966), 
pp. 67-71. 

4 Walter Wink, op. cit. pp. 105-C, calls pap-rope! in i. 15 and cnrearaApivo? elpl ‘a timeless present’; 
cf. the use of the perfect in i. 34; v. 33; see also R. Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 11 (Freibttrg- 
Bascl-Wien, 1971) (= Commentary 11), p. 172, on vv. 33-5. 
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addresses in chapter v had accepted John’s testimony they would have been 

saved (v. 34) - yet Jesus himself, though announced by John, docs not really 

need him. In v. 34-7 he points to the direct witness of the Father on his behalf; 

the very works he performs witness to his being sent by the Father.1 This may 

be the reason why Jesus’ baptism by John is not mentioned in i. 29-33. John 

came baptizing with water Tva 9avEpco0r) tco ’lapariA (v. 31). This passive 

implies God himself as actor. John himself could only announce the one who 

was to come;2 he could not reveal him, because he did not know who he was. 

This explicit statement in v. 31 is repeated in v. 33; God, who sent John to 

baptize with water, had announced that his successor who would baptize with 

the Spirit could be recognized by the fact that the Spirit descended upon him 

and remained on him. Only because God had told him this, could John 

identify Jesus when he saw this happen (vv. 32-3).3 

In vv. 20-2 we hear first of all that John is not the Christ, though John 

himself chooses the title ‘Son of God’ to designate Jesus, clearly in accord 

with the evangelist’s deepest intentions. ‘The Christ’ clearly is the main title 

in vv. 20-2: it is the first to be mentioned in i. 21 (and i. 25), and in iii. 26-30 

which refers to the episode related in chapter i it is the only title.4 Why, how¬ 

ever, docs John also deny that he is Elijah or the Prophet? Jesus is identified 

with the Prophet by people in the crowd (vi. 14; vii. 40-4) and prophetic 

notions are very important for the delineation of the Gospel’s christology5 so 

that the statement of John concerning the Prophet may have been considered 

necessary. But Jesus is never identified with Elijah! One has pointed to 

Mark vi. 14-16 par. and viii. 27-9 par. which mention Elijah and ‘one of the 

prophets’ besides the ‘Christ’ as possible ‘messianic’ options in connection 

with Jesus.6 One has even tried to connect the three figures mentioned in i. 

20-1 with the three figures expected in iQS ix. 11 ? In doing so one overlooks 

first of all that Elijah is not mentioned anywhere else in this Gospel and that, 

for example, vii. 40-4 mentions only ‘ the Prophet’ and ‘ the Christ’; secondly, 

that the three are mentioned here as Jewish ‘messianic possibilities’ without 

any implication that they should appear together at the same time. 

The fact that the identification of John the Baptist with Elijah is denied 

categorically must have something to do with earlier Christian views which 

1 V. 37 docs not introduce a new pap-rvpla but refers back to v. 36 and to the opening statement in 
vv. 31-2; sec R. Schnackenburg, Commentary 11, p. 174. 

2 Of course John was not a real ‘forerunner*, because the one whom he announces was already 
before him, and is, therefore, higher in rank (sec i. 15, 27, 30). 

3 Sec also iii. 27, a general statement clearly referring to the special case of Jesus. 

4 Cf. also Luke iii. 15; Acts xiii. 25. 
* See ‘Jesus as Prophet and King’, passim, and W. A. Meeks, The Prophet-King. Moses traditions 

and the Johannine Christology (Suppl. N.T. xiv) (Leiden, 1967). 
• So e.g. J. A. T. Robinson,‘Elijah, John and Jesus. An Essay in Detection ’, KT. T.S. iv (1957-8), 

263-81, csp. p. 270. 
7 Sec especially G. Richter, ‘Bist du Elias? Joh. i. 21 *, B.£. N.r. vr (19G2), 79-92, 238-56, and 

yii (1963), 63-80. On possible parallels from Qumran sec vi, 85-92; on other possible Jewish paral¬ 
lels according to which Elijah might stand on the same level as the Messiah and the Prophet see 
vii, 70-6. In both cases no evidence is adduced which helps us to understand i. 20-2. 
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found their expression in Mark and Matthew, and to some extent also in Luke. 

But why would the Fourth Gospel want to contradict this identification whilst 

it took over many other things from the tradition concerning John the Baptist, 

and why did it identify John with ‘the voice in the wilderness who helped to 

prepare the way of the Lord ’ (in agreement with Mark i. 3), thereby empha¬ 

sizing John’s function as the herald? One can say: John is merely ‘a voice’, 

a witness; he no longer conforms to any known figure within the frame¬ 

work of Jewish expectation.1 But this theory docs not explain the explicit 
denial of John’s identification with Elijah. 

Now this denial must have christological significance, just like John’s denial 

that he is the Christ and the Prophet. Arc we in a position to prove this? 

I think we are. In i. (26 John tells the people who listen to him that the one 

who comes after him stands already among them - though they do not know 

him. The phrase peaos upebv orrjKet 6v uuels ouk oi'Socte is only found in the 

Fourth Gospel. The Jews who arc addressed do not know him, because they do 

not accept him; i. 10-11 has already made clear that this is a matter of basic 

misunderstanding and rejection. When i. 31 speaks of a revelation to Israel, 

it is clear that the true believers among the Jewish people are meant, not just 
the Jews.2 

The terminology used here is that of the Fourth Gospel, but there is a link 

with other traditions concerning an unknown Messiah. Much has been writ¬ 

ten on the subject: by far the best treatment of it is found in chapter 2, ‘Dcr 

verborgene Mcssias im Judcntum’, in Erik Sjobcrg’s Dcr verborgene Menschen- 

sohn in den Evangelien.3 Our earliest sources witness to two types of expectation. 

The one is found in Eth. Enoch, IV Ezra and Syr. Bar., where a pre-existence 

of the Messiah (or, in the case of Enoch, the Son of Man) in heaven is pre¬ 

supposed. He will appear at the appointed time and it is certain that he will 

come, for lie is already there, though hidden from mortal eyes.4 Besides that 

there is the conception that the Messiah is already on earth, incognito and 
even himself not knowing who lie is.5 

Now it is important to note that in both conceptions mentioned the essen¬ 

tial point is the fact that the Messiah appearsi is revealed, that is, is seen by the 

\ So c;g- W- Wink, op. cit. pp. 89-90, following C. K. Barrett and R. E. Brown. 
See i. 49 and xii. 13 where Jesus is called 6 paciXeus toO ’lopcniX, cf. Nathanael as &Xti9cos 'laparjAlTTis, 

and iii. 10 Nicodcmus as 6 5i6doxaXos toO ’IcparjA (who because of this position should know better). 
Lund, 1955, pp. 41-98; sec also Strack-Billcrbcck 11, 339 f., 488 f.; E. Stauffer, ‘Agnostos 

Christos. Joh. 11 24 und die Eschatologic dcs vierten Evangeliums’ in The Background of the New 
Testament and its Eschatology, ed. YV. D. Davies and D. Daube (Cambridge, 1954) (*1964), pp. 28r- 
99, and U. B. Muller, Messias und Mcnschcnsohn in jiidischen Apokalypsen und in der Offcnbarung des 
Johannes (Giitersloh, 1972), pp. 147-54. 

« Sec Eth. En. xlviii. G f.; lxii. 7; Syr. Bar. xxix. 3; xxxix. 7; Ixxiii. 1; IV Ezra vii. 28; xii. 32; 
xm. 2G, 32, 52; xiv. 9. U. B. Muller, op. cit. p. 152, sees a difference between Eth. Enoch (emphasis 
on a special heavenly abode and pre-existence before creation of the Son of Man) and IV Ezra 
(emphasis on ‘preservation’ of the Messiah, expressing the fact that what is going to happen is 
determined by God). Sec also M. dejonge, Th.W.N.T. ix, 507-8. 

A third, and later, conception that the Messiah lives on earth, knowing who he is but awaiting 
God’s time need not occupy us here. 
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people, though not acknowledged by ah of them. Speculations about the place 

where lie is hidden, or (in other terms) is preserved by God arc clearly of 

secondary importance.1 John i. 26 seems to presuppose the second concep¬ 

tion, for which Trypho in Justin’s Dialogus cum Tryphone seems to be the first 

witness. This is interesting because the same passages in the Dialogue (viii. 3; 

xlix. 1; cx. 1) provide the earliest evidence for Jewish expectations concerning 

Elijah as the forerunner, who anoints the Messiah.2 

The important elements in the picture given in the Dialogue are the follow¬ 

ing. Even if the Christ has already been born, he is ayvcooros; he does not 

know himself and has no power until Elijah anoints him and 9avepov Tracn 

Troir)crQ (viii. 4). Justin refers to this belief in cx. 1, telling Trypho that he is 

aware of the fact that Jewish teachers are of this opinion. He uses the phrases 

ou yivcboxeTai os eernv, aAV otccv eiJupavTjs Kai evSo^os yevrjTai, tots 

yvcoCT0fiCTETat os kmv.3 It is important also that in xlix. 1 Trypho connects 

this with the expectation of a xpR^ros as dvOpcoTros avOpcbmov who is 

anointed kcct* eKAoyf)v by Elijah and becomes Christ in this way. A conception 

which is also found in Christianity, as Justin tells us (Dial, xlviii)4 - a view 

which he respects though he docs not share it. 

It seems clear that John knows Jewish conceptions like that defended by 

Trypho and his colleagues, and that he opposes them because (a) the Messiah 

is not aware of his own mission, (b) is dependent on Elijah for his being 

revealed to men and (c) is a mere dvOpcorros avGpcomov. Of course Jesus is 

not dvOpcoTrcov; the Fourth Gospel is at great pains to assert that lie is 

avcoOev, sk too GsoO, sk tou oupavov (iii. 31; viii. 23, 42; xvi. 28; xviii. 36) and 

it stresses the fundamental opposition between heaven and earth (see iii. 31- 

6; viii. 21-9). Therefore Jesus the Christ cannot be dependent on Elijah; the 

decisive act of 9avepcocns is ascribed to God himself, John is only a witness. 

The gift of the Spirit is set over against John’s baptizing with water; the 

pouring out of the Spirit could have been called anointing,5 but then 

6 xpRrros is not the most important title in John as we have seen. And of 

course it is quite inconceivable that Jesus would not have been aware of his 

own mission. John the Baptist cannot have been Elijah if his being Elijah 

1 So c.g. Sjoberg, op. cil. pp. 44-51, 54-6. 
2 See Strack-Billerbeck iv, 2, 779-98, J.Jcrcmias, art. HX(e)(as, Th.W.N.T. 11, 930-43, and G. 

Richter, art. cit. vn, 70-6. 
3 Cf. Apol. XXXV. I cos Kal Xi'iaeivepeAAe tous dAXovj dvOpcb-rrovg ycvvri0Els 6 XP,aT^5 cXP1* avSpcoOq, omp 

teal yiyovEv, dxoOaaTE.. .Compare also the relation between David and Samuel in Ps. Philo, Lib. Ant. 
lix. 4 ‘ ct cum venirct propheta non clamaverunt me ct quando nominatus cst christus obliti sunt me . 

4 See also lxvii. 2. 
c In Luke iv. 18 and Acts x. 38 Jesus is portrayed as the Anointed by the Spirit - sec further M. de 

Jonge and A. S. van dcr Woudc, ' 11QMelchizedck and the New Testament’, jV.T.S. xu (1965-G), 
301-26, csp. pp. 309-12 and the literature mentioned there, i. 26-7 and i. 31-3 compare a baptism 
with the Spirit and one with water; here John clearly uses an earlier Christian tradition in his own 
way. In i. 25 a connection is made between baptism and the coming of the Messiah, Elijah or the 
Prophet - Jews are the speakers here, and no clear parallels have yet been found (G. Richter, art. cit. 
vn, 67 ‘Die Vorstcllung ciner mcssianischcn Taufc ist bis jetzt nicht bezeugt...’). In any case no 
connection is made between baptism and anointing, cf. however Luke iii. 16 after iii. 15. 
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implies the functions ascribed to him by Trypho and his colleagues. My 
hypothesis is that in the view of the Fourth Gospel calling John Elijah did imply that. 

I realize, of course, that it is difficult to adduce mid-sccond-ccntury evi¬ 
dence in order to illustrate the possible background of the Fourth Gospel. Yet 
if the ‘criterion of dissimilarity’ may be applied it gives us a strong case. 
Justin is certainly not dependent on the Fourth Gospel here; he is much more 
explicit and uses terms the Gospel does not use, and in Dial, lxxxviii he gives 
an entirely different view on the activity of John the Baptist though he does 
emphasize that John denied that he was the Christ and identified himself with 
the voice crying aloud.1 And if we ask whether Justin has christianized 
Trypho’s views the answer must be that this is unlikely,2 because Trypho’s 
objections here do not really serve Justin’s argument either positively or 
negatively. So, if in Justin’s Dialogue we have genuine evidence for the 
existence of Jewish beliefs in the middle of the second century with regard 
to Elijah’s function in the revealing of the Messiah, it may not be too rash to 
conclude that the Fourth Gospel presupposes similar notions and criticizes 
them implicitly but effectively.3 

Yet we should remember that the Jewish beliefs presupposed or expressed 
in John i. 19-34 and the passages in Justin’s Dialogue are found in Christian 
writings and function within the context of the debate between Judaism and 
Christianity. If the Fourth Gospel opposes Jewish notions it may have known 
them only through the medium of written or oral tradition, the Sitz im Leben 
of which was the Jcwish-Christian debate.4 

1 See lxxxviii. 7 combining references to John i. 20, 23 and Matt. iii. 11. In Dial, xlix the concep¬ 
tion of two advents of the Christ is combined with that of two advents of Elijah. The Spirit of God 
which was in Elijah was also in John (xlix. 3 and xlix. 6, 7, cf. Luke i. 17). 

2 Sec csp. E. Sjdbcrg, op. cit. p. 82. On the general question of the reliability of Justin’s Dialogue 
as source for Jewish belief see A. von Harnack, Judcntum und Judenchristentum in Justins Dialog mit 
Trypho (T.U. xxxix, 1) (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 47-98, csp. p. 54 and pp. 61-78. 

3 A polemical attitude towards followers of John the Baptist may also have been of importance for 
the shaping of this section of the Gospel, but it should not be overrated (so W. Wink, op. cit. pp. 
98-105). In our ease it is important to note that there is no evidence that the Johanninc sect ever 
regarded John as Elijah (so also R. E. Brown, The Gospel according to St John (I-XII), New York, 1966, 
pp. 47-8). 

4 It may be useful to emphasize a few points in Justin’s argumentation in chapter xlviii. At 
Trypho’s remarks that he considers it strange and even foolish to believe Trpovnrdpxetv Qedv 6vra rrpo 

aitimov tovtov tov xpurrov (§i), Justin replies that the matter seems to be strange especially to those of 

Trypho’s race, who prefer to believe and to practise what ‘your teachers* teach rather than what 
God asks (to tgjv SiBaaxdAoov vu&v -tct tou ecoO, implicit reference to Isa. xxix. 13, cf. Matt. xv. 9) (§2). 

Also with regard to Jewish Christians who maintain that the Christ is a dvepco-rro? dvOpuTTcov he states 
that the Christ himself commanded not to follow dvOpomelois 5i5dyua<n but toTs 6jd tuv uaxaplcov 

Trpo^TyT&v Kripvx0El<T« xal 6i* aCrrov StSaxOfTat (§4). Yet Justin concedes that Divine Sonship, including pre- 
cxistcncc and virgin birth, arc not necessary prerequisites for Mcssiahship. One cannot deny that 
Jesus is the Christ - t&v (palvq-rai <bs dvepwrros 1$ avOpcomov yevvqeds, xat ixAoyf) yevdpevos els xp»<rr6v 
eivat <5rrro8eixvvTyrai. 
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2. The statement in vii. 27 

It is possible that the tradition of‘the hidden Messiah’ is also hinted at in 

vii. 27. We have seen that in the two earliest forms of this tradition no stress is 

laid on the place where the Messiah is hidden. In vii. 27 the central word 

tto0ev is clearly used in order to lead up to Jesus’ reaction. Those who think 

that they know where Jesus comes from do not really know. Jesus’ answer to 

the tt60ev is: ektou oupavou, i.e. directly sent by the Father.1 The objection 

toOtov oi5apev iroOev Ecrriv refers to Jesus’ supposed earthly origin; we may 

compare here vi. 42 ‘Surely this is Jesus son of Joseph; we know his father and 

his mother; how can he now say: “I have come down from heaven”?’2 We 

cannot prove conclusively that the statement ov5e!s yivcbcn<£Tai tt60ev ecttiv 

refers to the heavenly origin of the Messiah; vi. 42 points in this direction and 

it is quite possible that the evangelist, with his usual irony, makes the Jerusa¬ 

lemites think of a Messiah of the type found in IV Ezra (and Syr. Bar.). 

They expect their royal Messiah from heaven3 and indeed that is where Jesus 

comes from - only they do not realize this. There is no reason to think that the 

specific form of the tradition voiced by Trypho is presupposed here. 

The essential point in both forms of the tradition of‘the hidden Messiah’ 

was the contrast between ‘first hidden’/‘finally revealed’.4 In this connection 

we may point to vii. 3 where Jesus’ unbelieving brothers urge him cpavEpcoaov 

cteocutov tco Koopcp - a fundamental misunderstanding in John’s eyes because 

the revelation takes place in the world but not to the world (xvii. 6!). We 

should note that the dialectic between ‘openness’ and ‘concealment’ is quite 

marked in chapters vii and viii (vii. 4, 10, 13, 26; viii. 59). Outsiders cannot 

really know who Jesus is.5 

3. The question in vii. 31 

Many authors have already pointed out that according to the available 

Jewish evidence the Messiah is not expected to perform miracles. There is no 

need to dwell on this subject at great length, because the situation has been 

summed up admirably by J. L. Martyn.6 God’s future salvation will include 

miracles, and there are a few references in Josephus to wonder-workers who 

led crowds of people into the wilderness and promised the occurrence of signs, 

1 See, again, iii. 31-6; viii. 14, 21-9; ix. 29-30. 
2 In the background of vi. 42 and vii. 27 we may suppose the tradition preserved in Mark vi. 1-6 

(par. Matt. xiii. 53-8, cf. Luke iv. 15-30). Sec also Mark xi. 27-30 (par. Matt. xxi. 23-7, Luke xx. 
1-8). In John, however, this is entirely recast in terms of the ascent-descent theme - on which see 
W. A. Meeks, ‘The Man from Heaven in Johanninc sectarianism*, esp. pp. 59-60 where he assumes 
the influence of Jewish Wisdom myths on the conception of the apostolic prophet. 

3 The principal texts arc summed up in n. 4 on p. 254. 
4 Sec p. 255 above. 
5 In J Enoch, xlviii. G, 7 and lxii. 7 speak of a revelation of the hidden Son of Man to the holy and 

righteous (elect). It is not clear whether this revelation takes place at the end of time or at an earlier 
period - see U. B. Muller, op. cit. pp. 47-51, against E. Sjobcrg, op. cit. p. 46. 

6 History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (New York and Evanston, 1968), pp. 81-8. 
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but these people arc not called Messiahs. In Tannaitic literature the situation 

is not essentially different. Klausncr’s remark: ‘ The Messiah- and this should 

be carefully noted - is never mentioned anywhere in the Tannaitic literature as a 

wonder-worker per sc’ is often quoted.1 

Therefore we cannot escape the conclusion that the terminology used in 

vii. 31 is Christian ;2 3 we should remember that the statement is said to be made 

by many people from the crowd who began to believe in Jesus\ In the N.T. we 

may point first of all to Matt. xi. 2-6 (par. Luke vii. 18-23) where Jesus* 

reference to his miracles in his message to John the Baptist is placed under 

the heading tcc epyoc tou xpurrov? Next there is Mark xiii. 22 (par. Matt, 

xxiv. 24) where crrmsia xai Teporra are ascribed both to pseudo-Messiahs and 

pseudo-prophets (cf. II Thess. ii. 9).4 Martyn points out ‘that the figures 

expected by Jews to play roles in the eschatological future ... were allowed to 

coalesce in the most varied ways’;5 and he assumes that ‘prophetic elements’ 

have been connected with the figure of the Messiah. In the second part of his 

book lie assumes that the debate between Church and Synagogue centred on 

the notion of‘the expectation of the Prophet-Messiah’ like Moses as opposed 

to that of ‘the presence of the Son of Man’. 

Now Martyn is right in emphasizing the merging of various messianic 

conceptions in Jewish expectation;6 in 1 iQMelch. 18 we have even explicit 

proof that a prophetic figure could be called ‘ anointed by the Spirit’.7 In the 

Fourth Gospel, however, the prophet and the Messiah arc kept separate - 

also in one of the following episodes in this same chapter, vii. 40-4! The 

notion of a prophet like Moses is often in the background where Jesus’ signs 

arc mentioned (most notably in iii. 2, chapter vi, chapter ix) but the only 

text which connects appEla with the designation 6 XP1(JT°S is the central 

statement xx. 30. There, as we have seen, the statement of vii. 31 is supple¬ 

mented and corrected by the assertion that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God? 

1 J. Klansncr, The Messianic Idea in Israel (transl. W. F. Stincspring) (New York, 1955), p. 506, 
quoted e.g. by J. L. Martyn, of), cit. p. 506, and by F. Hahn, Chrisloloqische Hoheitstilcl (Gottingen, 
19G3), p. 3G0 n. 2. 2 So R. Schnackcnburg, Commentary 11, pp. 205-6. 

3 One should note that the question is ov e! 6 *pxop£vc$; (also in Luke vii. 19). 
4 Miracles are also connected with the Son of David (Mark x. 46-52, par. Matt. xx. 29-34; Matt, 

ix. 27-31; xii. 22-4; xv. 21-8; xxi. 14-1G). This tradition is to be explained differently; there seems 
to be a connection with Solomon, cf. Sap. Sal. vii. 17-21; Josephus, Ant. vm, 44-9; Testament of 
Solomon. Contra Chr. Burger, Jesus ah Dnvidssohn (Gottingen, 1970). See K. Berger’s forthcoming 
‘Die konigliehen Mcssiastraditionen dcs N.T.’, in N.T.S. xix (1972-3). 5 Op. cit. pp. 87-8. 

8 A. S. van dcr Woudc and the present author tried to show that the word Messiah is connected 
with different figures which play a role in Jewish expectation and also that we cannot speak of 
‘fixed concepts’- sec their contribution ‘Mcssianischc Vorstcllungcn im Spatjudcntum* in Th.W. 
N.T. ix, 500-18 (belonging to the article xplw ktA.). 

7 See M. dc Jongc and A. S. van dcr Woudc, 411Q, Mclchizcdck and the New Testament*, pp. 
306-7; cf. C.D. ii. 12; vi. 1 and iQM xi. 7. 

8 In vi. 14 the indirect connection between otipeTo and (a Jewish view on) kingship runs via the 
-rrpoipiyrTtf-titlc.xii. iBis(partof) arcdactional link between the pcricopeof the Entrance intojcrusalem 
and the preceding Lazarus-cpisodc. Thereby also an indirect connection is made between the title 
6 paaAcus toO 'lapai^X and the cttipeTov. There is no reason to suppose that this was important for the 
evangelist, nor that he wanted to suggest that this was 4theologically’ important for the crowd. 
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Our conclusion must be: the Fourth Gospel refers here to the views of 

sympathizing Jews which it corrects further on. Because, however, the 

terminology used by these Jews is Christian, we may just as well say: the 

Fourth Gospel refers here to the views of Christians of Jewish descent which 

it criticizes.1 

4. The debate in vii. 40-4 

This pericope has been mentioned several times already. I have tried to show 

that the Gospel itself regards the problems raised here as superficial; they 

are not concerned with the real issue because they are dealt with on an earthly 

level. Yet the evangelist evidently assumes that objections against Jesus’ 

Messiahship were raised on account of doubts concerning his Davidic descent 

and his coming from Bethlehem. Now - as many others have pointed out - it 

is not in the least difficult to find evidence for the Davidic descent of the royal 

Messiah,2 but the statement that the Messiah comes from David’s village 

Bethlehem presents us with difficulties. The key passage often quoted here is 

Targ. Mi. v. i,3 which connects the appearance of the Messiah with Bethle¬ 

hem. This passage is, of course, also quoted by commentators in connection 

with Matt. ii. 6, where parts of Mi. v. i and 3 are adduced in connection with 

the birthplace of the Messiah by ‘ the chief priests and the scribes of the people ’. 

Matt. ii. 5, 6 point to an early date of the tradition preserved in the Targum 

and, on the other hand, this targumic tradition proves that Matthew could 

be aware of the existence of such a view in Judaism. Yet it is impossible to 

prove that John in vii. 42, 43 shows knowledge of Jewish views about the 

Messiah’s coming from Bethlehem apart from what he knew of the arguments 

put forward in the Jewish-Christian debate. It is clear that, by assigning to 

vii. 40-4 the place in the structure of chapter vii which he did assign to it, 

he does not only indicate that an inncr-Jewish discussion of prophethood and 

messiahship connected with Jesus does not penetrate into the real secret of 

Jesus’ mission, but also that the matter of Jesus’ Davidic descent and the 

question of his birthplace are not of essential importance. We should not over¬ 

look that this implicit criticism is not only concerned with Jewish contribu¬ 

tions to the Jewish-Christian debate, cither negative, hesitant or positive, but 

1 On the question of the right terminology (Jewish sympathizers or Christians of Jewish descent) 

sec below iv 4. 
2 R. Schnackenburg, Commentary 11, p. 219 n. 3, follows B. van Icrsel, ‘Fils dc David ct Fils dc 

Dicu’, in 1a Venue du Messie (Rechcrchcs Bibliques vi) (1962), pp. 113-32, in calling lx cnrippcrTos 

Aavi5 a typically Christian phrase. Van Icrsel regards lx ott^ppotos Accvl6 as a Christian ‘reduction’ of 
vlis Accul8, in connection with the use of the title ‘Son of God’ (Rom 1.3-4). It should be noted, how¬ 
ever, that a phrase very similar to lx crrrtppcrros Aavl8 occurs in all but the Latin versions of IV Ezra 
xii. 32 and is likely to be original (sccM. dc Jongc, Th. W.N. T. ix, 507, following the editions of B. 
Violet and L. Gry, and U. B. Muller, op. cit. p. 152). 

3 The assertion of the Jews is said to be warranted by Scripture. On this sec E. D. Freed, Old 
Testament Quotations in the Gospel of John (Suppl. N.T. xi) (Leiden, 1965), pp. 39-59. It is inter¬ 
esting to note that the Targum interprets Mi. v. 1 b as referring to the calling of the name of the 
Messiah from the beginning, cf. I En. xlviii. 3 and further instances in E. Sjoberg, op. cit. p. 58 nn. 2 

and 3. 
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also with those Christians wlio try to counter the arguments put forward in 

vii. 44 on the level of their opponents.1 

This does not mean, of course, that the Fourth Gospel would deny that 

texts from Scripture can be quoted as proof. It quotes them often and the 

Johanninc Jesus tells quite clearly that ‘the Scriptures witness to him’ (v. 39). 

The Gospel also shows acquaintance with typical Jewish argumentation- 

see for example the midrashic exposition in the discourse on the Bread in 

chapter vi or the reasoning in accordance with the Jewish principle of qal- 

wahomer in vii. 19 (to mention only a few examples in the immediate neigh¬ 

bourhood of our passage). And yet, if Scripture is not read and interpreted 

with the centre of Johanninc theology as starting-point one will never discover 

the truth revealed by God. That is why not only hostile but also sympathetic 

Jews are considered outsiders, and why Christians who use Jewish arguments 

from a wrong starting-point arc subject to John’s criticism. It is clear that 

John is critical towards argumentation regarding Bethlehem as Jesus’ 

birthplace, his Davidic descent and his divine Sonship as this is found in the 

birth-stories in Matthew and Luke. By such an approach one will never 

reach the heart of the matter. 

5. The objection in xii. 34 

The question asked by the crowd in xii. 34 is really an objection. It is not 

answered and is clearly inserted here in order to show how little the people 

who listened to Jesus understood what he meant. The sentence 7rcos Aeyeis 

ov oti 5eI uyco0qvai tov uiov tou av0pco7TOu; docs not bear upon any 

statement by Jesus in the immediate context, though he has stated in v. 23 

£Xf|Au0ev q copa iva 6o£ac70q 6 ulos tou avOpconou and has spoken of his being 

lifted up (uvyco0cb) from the earth. There is a clear reference to iii. 14 

outcos U4;co0fjvai 8ei tov uiov tou dv0pcb7rou and a less clear one to viii. 28. 

Putting xii. 34 directly behind viii. 28~92 does not give any solution; xii. 34 

is not intended to function within a coherent picture of a debate between 

Jesus and people from the crowd - it serves as a further clarification of Johan¬ 

ninc christology directed at the reader of the Gospel. In xii. 31-3 Jesus 

explains the true meaning of his OvycoOfjvai: it is connected with the victory 

over 6 apycov tou xoapiou toutou, it means that he will draw all people unto 

him and, paradoxically, it means death on the cross (xviii. 32).3 

The people in the crowd are not able to follow him. They appeal to Scrip¬ 

ture4 which says that the Messiah is to remain for ever; the nearest scriptural 

1 Chr. Burger, op. cit. pp. 153-8, is too one-sided when he regards this as a completely inner- 
Christian controversy in which John’s opponents arc disqualified as Jews. 

2 So R. Bultmann, Commentary, pp. 2O9-72. Cf. R. Schnackcnburg, Commentary 11, p. 495: ‘Ihm 
genugt die Ankniipfungsmoglichkeit im Kontext, im ubrigen formuliert cr nach scincm Kcrygma 

3, 14 
2 See I. dc la Potteric, ‘L’Exaltation du Fils de l’hommc’, Gregorianum xlix (1968), 460-78. 
4 vduos with the wider meaning of‘Scripture’, cf. x. 34; xv. 25 and W. Bauer s.v. v6po$ 4 b, col. 

074. 
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parallel to be found is Ps. lxxxix. 37, as Van Unnik has shown,1 but we do not 

find here a direct quotation. Like vii. 42 this text gives a general statement 

about expectations connected with the king to be born from the seed of David. 

The crowd does not explicitly connect the Messiah-titlc with Jesus, but the 

evangelist, after vii. 42 and x. 24, clearly implies that it means to say: If one 

is to think of you as the Messiah and if Scripture tells us clearly that the 

Messiah remains for ever, how can you say that the Son of Man must be 

lifted up? The crowd is aware of the fact that Jesus refers to himself when 

he uses the expression ‘Son of Man’, and evidently regards OycoOqvai as the 

opposite of pevEiv els tov aicbva - whatever it is supposed to understand 

exactly. The question therefore is not only: How can you say that? but also: 

Whom do you mean if you cannot mean yourself? Tig ecttiv outos 6 0165 tou 

dvOpcbirou;2 

At this point of our investigations a full discussion of the ‘ Son of Man * 

problem would be desirable, though I doubt whether it could really shed 

much light on our text. John wants to make clear that the Jewish Mcssiah- 

concept is fixed - it is connected with the expectation of the Davidic King. 

‘Son of Man5 is only used by Jesus himself,3 and to thejews who refer to it in 

xii. 34 this expression does not convey a clear picture. They ask: What do you 

mean and whom do you mean - didn’t you mean yourself? In Jewish litera¬ 

ture we find a number of cases where the expressions Messiah and ‘Son of 

Man5 occur together, but the combination is brought about in different 

wavs4 and we cannot speak of any fixed concept. The nearest parallel is 

- again - provided by Justin’s Dialogus cum Tryphone where Trypho, in xxxii. 

1, speaks of the expectation of‘one who is great and glorious, and takes over 

the everlasting kingdom from the Ancient of Days as Son of Man5. Trypho 

implies that this one is the Messiah, for he goes on: ‘But this your so-called 

Christ is without honour and glory, so that He has even fallen into the utter¬ 

most curse that is in the Law of God, for he was crucified.’5 Trypho clearly 

uses expressions taken from the Son of Man chapter in Daniel as illustrations 

for the coming of the Messiah. It is by no means certain that the Fourth 

Gospel presupposes the presence of such ideas in the minds of the interlocu¬ 

tors of the crowd. It is only interested in Jesus’ singular use of the expression 

1 W. C. van Unnik, ‘The quotation from the Old Testament in John 12: 34’, Nov. Test, hi 

(i959), 174-9- 
2 So also R. Lcivcstad, in his discussion of this passage on pp. 250-1 of his article ‘Exit the Apoca¬ 

lyptic Son of Man’, N.T.S. xvm (1971-2), 243-67. 
3 In ix. 35-8 Jesus identifies himself as Son of Man; the blind man has to ask t(s tarw, xvpie, Tva 

TTicTEUCTco dj ovt6v; before lie confesses his faith in the Son of Man, as Jesus requests. 
4 Sec M. dejongc, Th.W.N.T. ix, 505-6 (on Eth. Enoch) and p. 507 (on IV Ezra). In IV Ezra 

and Syr. Bar. a distinction is made between the days of the Messiah and the Age to Come. We 
should note, however, that, nevertheless, in Syr. Bar. xl. 3 the reign of‘my Messiah’ is said to last 
‘for ever’, ‘until the world of corruption is at an end and until the times aforesaid arc fulfilled’. 

3 Translation by A. Lukyn Williams in his Justin Martyr. The dialogue with Trypho, Translation, 
Introduction and Notes (London, 1930). The last sentence presupposes Gal. iii. 13 referring to Dcut. 
xxi. 23. See also R. Schnackcnburg, Commentary 11, p. 252. 
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‘Son of Man’ and in the fimdamental difference between his teaching and 

current expectations connected with the Messiah. 

6. Some conclusions 

Our further study of the passages concerned has, I think, brought out a few 

things very clearly. 

(a) Not only are these statements entirely subordinate to a clearer exposi¬ 

tion of Johannine christology - this was already clear in the use made of them 

in chapter vii and has now become evident also in our analysis of i. 19-34- 

but also the very terminology put into the mouth of Jewish interlocutors often 

has a Johannine flavour. So the tt60£v in vii. 27 leads up to the typically 

Johannine statement which follows; in xii. 34 the traditional Messiah- 

concept comes out clearly but no possible connections between this view on 

the Messiah and Jewish exegesis of Dan. vii. 13-14, 27. In i. 26 there is at least 

a typical Johannine ambiguity. 

(b) Consequently these statements of‘Johannine Jews5 add little or nothing 

to our knowledge of Jewish expectations concerning the Messiah known from 

other sources. Where there is disagreement in wording or conception there 

is always Johannine influence to be considered. Comparison with non- 

Johanninc material proved to be useful, because it brought out more clearly 

what the Fourth Gospel wanted to emphasize; this is equally true of the 

passages where direct parallels were found and of those where the Jewish 

statements in the Fourth Gospel have obviously been adapted to serve its 

purpose better. 

We should note that the tradition concerning the hidden Messiah, attri¬ 

buted by Justin to Trypho and other Jewish teachers, was shown to exist 

before the middle of the second century, because the Fourth Gospel presup¬ 

poses and opposes it. 

(c) It became clear that the Fourth Gospel criticizes earlier Christian 

thinking, for example that concerning the armeia - sec vii. 31 as compared 

with xx. 30, 31.1 In vii. 40-4 and i. 19-34 there is reason to think of a reaction 

of the Fourth Gospel on issues in earlier or contemporary Christian-Jewish 

controversies.2 In both cases it brings out its own theological viewpoint very 

1 Whether or not it incorporated and redacted a document dealing with Jesus’ cniuEla, what this 
source contained and how its christology was criticized explicitly and implicitly need not be decided 
here. A good survey of recent opinion on this subject is found in J. M. Robinson’s ‘The Johannine 
Trajectory’ in J. M. Robinson and H. Koestcr, Trajectories through Early Christianity (Philadelphia, 
1971), pp. 232-68. Sec also W. Wilkcns, Zeichcn und Werke, Ein Bcitrag zur Thcologie dcs 4. Evan- 
geliums in Erzhhlungs- und RcdcstofT (A.T.A.N.T'. 55) (Zurich, 1969) (and R. Fortna’s criticism in 
J.B.L. lxix (1970), 457-62); II. Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel (London, 1971), chapter 2, and 
W. Nicol, The Semeia in the Fourth Gospel (Suppl. jV.T. xxxii) (Leiden, 1972). 

2 R. Schnackcnburg, ‘Die Mcssiasfragc', pp. 251-2, would put here alsoxii.34. Because we cannot 
prove that the Jews identify here Messiah and Son of Man a comparison with Justin, Dial. c. Tryph. 
xxxii. 1 remains hazardous. S. himself remarks ‘Starker gctricbcn aber wird cr sichcr wieder von 
scincm positiven christologischcn Intcressc an die “Erhdhung dcs Mcnschcnsohncs” und dendamit 
gegebenen “Wcggang” dcs Sohncs zum Vater’ (p. 252). 
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clearly, not only in opposition to current Jewish beliefs but, in the case of 

vii. 42, also with clear implicit criticism of other Christian attempts to 

answer this Jewish objection. 

IV. SOME REMARKS ON THE PURPOSE OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL 

i. R. Schnackcnburg’s treatment of the messianic question in the Gospel of 

John ends with a discussion of the implications of our views on Johannine 

christology for our view on the purpose of the Gospel. Against W. C. van 

Unnik and John A. T. Robinson, who advocate the theory of the Fourth 

Gospel as a missionary document, he defends the thesis that the Fourth 

Gospel was written for inner-Church use.1 Its primary concern is with the 

christological self-revelation of Jesus and it wants to show all aspects and 

implications of that revelation. A secondary aim will have been to fortify 

Christians of Jewish descent in their faith by showing them what they 

could reply to objections raised by the Jews outside the Church - and the 

same applies to non-Jewish Christians who arc confronted with Jewish 

opposition. The present investigation leads to the same conclusion (sec 

particularly section 11 and conclusion (a) in 1116). Schnackenburg also rightly 

emphasizes that the objections are not just literary ‘inventions’ used solely 

to carry the debate a step further - like so many other instances of misunder¬ 

standing in the Fourth Gospel. They have that function but they do take into 

account existing differences of opinion in the Jewish-Christian debate at the 

time. 
2. The Fourth Gospel is not only written for inner-Church use, it also 

presupposes the community of believers as the place where true insight and 

real knowledge are granted, preserved and deepened through the activity 

of the Spirit. This is emphasized very strongly in chapters xiii-xvii which 

occupy an important place in the present Gospel. Within the community of 

believers the true ‘view’ on the facts of Jesus’ life, death and glorification is 

communicated, the true interpretation of his words is given, and consequently 

also the right interpretation of Scripture (sec, apart from the so-called 

‘Paraclete-passages’, also ii. 22; xii. 16, 17; xx. 9). In the chapters i-xii 

true believers are mentioned besides and over against unbelievers. Faith is the 

unconditional acceptance of Jesus as the One who is sent by the Father (see 

for example v. 36-8; vi. 29). Only very seldom do we find explicit reflection 

on the question why certain people (among these ‘the disciples’ and ‘the 

twelve’) were able to accept Jesus and others rejected him. In the last resort 

faith is a gift from God, believers arc dependent on the divine initiative 

(i. 12, 13; iii. 3, 5, 8 - here again the Spirit is mentioned! - vi. 37, 44, 65). 

The ‘twelve’, who do not leave Jesus unlike so many other disciples (vi. 60- 

71), have been chosen by Jesus (v. 70). 

1 ‘Die Mcssiasfragcpp. 257-64. 
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Tin's subject cannot be treated in full within the scope of the present 

article.1 The few points just indicated may suflicc to show that the Gospel was 

written (and, very likely, rewritten several times) from the point of view of the 

community of believers led by the Spirit. The Fourth Gospel, no doubt, 

intends to present the truth to the entire Church and on behalf of the entire 

Church. Yet the results reached above in sections 11 and 111 compel us to say 

that the Fourth Gospel de facto presents the theology of a particular group 

within the Church. Here I agree fully with W. A. Meeks’ important article 

‘The Man from Heaven in Johanninc sectarianism’,2 who calls the Fourth 

Gospel a book for insiders who belong to the Johanninc community. ‘One of 

the primary functions of the book, therefore, must have been to provide a 

reinforcement for the community’s social identity ... ’ he writes.31 am not sure 

that Meeks is right when he supposes that this social identity was largely 

negative, but I do agree with him that theological and social identity pre¬ 

suppose one another and that Johanninc theology is a typical in-group 

theology. Meeks follows J. L. Martyn who has shown ‘that the actual trauma 

of the Johanninc community’s separation from the synagogue and its con¬ 

tinuing hostile relationships with the synagogue come clearly to expression 

here’.4 But I doubt whether this is quite true. Of course, Meeks is right when 

he thinks that for the Fourth Gospel the true faith in Jesus presupposes mem¬ 

bership of the Johanninc community and breaking away from the world, 

particularly the world of Judaism - but the actual situation must have been 

more complicated. 

3. I differ from Schnackcnburg and Meeks, in that I would put more 

emphasis on the fact that Johanninc christology is developed not only in 

contrast with Jewish thinking but also with other christological views. The 

Johanninc community docs not only assert its identity by pondering over the 

true reason for its being separated from the synagogue and by developing 

christological motifs in explanation of that. It also tries to formulate its own 

standpoint over against christological discussions in the Church, particularly 

over against Christian arguments adduced in the debate between Christians 

and Jews. 

Moreover, the fact that the interlocutors remain vague (112) and that there 

is no real discussion on christological issues (11 3) combined with the Gospel’s 

criticism of current Christian argumentation shows, I think, that the Gospel 

gives theological reflection on the real issues in the debate between Chris¬ 

tians and Jews rather than provides arguments in an acute struggle.5 The 

1 See also R. Schnackcnburg, ‘Die Messiasfrage’, pp. 262-3, and F. Mussner, Die johanneische 
Sehiveise urul die Frage nach dem historisehen Jesus (Quest itmes Disputatae 28) (Frciburg-Basel-Wicn, 1965). 

3 See p. 250 n. 3. 3 Op. eit. p. 70. 
4 Formulation by Meeks, op. eit. p. 69, of the general purport of J. L. Martyn’s History and Theology 

in the Fourth Gospel, mentioned already in n. 6 on p. 257. 

4 The same would seem to apply mutalis mutandis to the Gospel of Matthew. On the whole the way 
from a literary document like the Gospel of John to a reconstruction of the actual situation in which 
it was written is much longer and much more difficult than some authors seem to realize. 
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very emphasis on the typical Johanninc christology which is sometimes set off 

against Jewish objections but more often is developed quite independently 

(though presupposing (other) Jewish ways of thought)1 also points in that 

direction. In this connection it should be remembered that ‘the Jews’ in the 

Fourth Gospel arc not only Jews, but also typical representatives of the out¬ 

side world, of 'the World’.2 No doubt the Fourth Gospel was written in a 

particular situation, but not necessarily/or that situation; it wants to stress the 

essential points.3 

4. A few concluding remarks about texts referring to people who reacted 

favourably to Jesus’ preaching, at least in the beginning (see 11 2, end), but 

who are criticized severely and regarded as outsiders4 may make my position 

a bit clearer. They are all Jews, there is no doubt about that; but one might 

ask whether we should call them Jewish sympathizers or Jewish Christians. 

In many of the instances listed under 11 2 the Gospel uses the expression 

ttkttsugo els (ccutov, to ovopa ccuToO, t6v ’ItjctoOv) and this is the expression 

also used for the real Christian faith.5 Joseph of Arimathea is called a 

liaOriTqs [tou] ’Iqaou (xix. 38) though in secret, because he was afraid of the 

Jews. This added phrase rules him out as a true believer as xii. 42-3 shows 

unmistakably. The same applies to Nicodemus, his companion at the burial 

of Jesus (xix. 38-42). Though sympathetic towards Jesus and coming to him 

with a statement of faith, the discussion in iii. 1-21 shows him as a man who 

cannot understand and does not believe the real secret of Jesus' mission. He 

belongs to the group mentioned in ii. 23-5 consisting of believers to whom 

Jesus would not trust himself. Now the Gospel’s references to Nicodemus cum 

suis, Joseph and other Jewish leaders0 all come under the verdict expressed in 

xii. 42-3. Notwithstanding the use of ttiotsuco and pa0r|Tr|s we would call 

them sympathizing Jews. The same applies to the enthusiastic crowd in vi. 

1—15 which hails Jesus as ‘the prophet who was coming into the world’ but 

is shown to have only an imperfect understanding of his real being. The 

discourse on the Bread, and particularly vv. 60-71 following it, bring to light 

that much faith in Jesus was not real faith; many of Jesus’ disciples leave him. 

Are we to think of the people mentioned in vv. 60-71 (cf. 73) as Jewish 

Christians and distinct from the sympathizers in vv. 1-15?7 And what about 

1 This would have to be shown first of all in an analysis of the use of the titles Son, Son of God, 
Son of Man, and of the dvco-K<Jrrco scheme. 

* See also E. Grosser in the article quoted above (n. 4 on p. 248), csp. pp. 88-go. 
3 Here we should remember that the Fourth Gospel in its present form shows also signs of the 

beginning of a struggle against docctism (i. 14; vi. 51 b-59; xix. 34-7 and comp. I—II John). 
4 Sec 112 above, with the reference to my ‘Nicodemus and Jesus’. 
5 See i. 12; ii. 11; iii. 16, 18, 36; vi. 29, etc. 
* Sec also ix. 16 where some Pharisees react positively without really taking Jesus’ side as the 

sequel shows. 
7 The reaction of the uaGiyral in v. Gi is called yoyyvcpis, like that of the Jews in v. 41,43. The 

reaction of the ‘disciples’ comes, however, after the last part of the discourse (vi. 51 £-58) with its 
anti-docetic emphasis on the flesh and blood of Jesus. From the Johanninc point of view Judaism and 
docctism, in different ways, deny the same truth, i.c. that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God - see 
c.g. the statement in I John ii. 22, 23 and the present author’s comment on it in his De Brievcn van 
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the crowds impressed by what happened to Lazarus and hailing Jesus when 

he entered Jerusalem (xi. 45; xii. 11, 18)? In vii. 31 we are inclined to call the 

people who speak about the signs of the Messiah Jewish Christians because 

of their Christian terminology. In viii. 30-1 this would also be right, I think. 

Here we have people who have come to believe in Jesus and who are 

admonished to remain in his word (cf. v. 38; xv. 7, 14) in order that they 

may truly be disciples of Jesus. I am not going into the particular difficulty 

caused by the fact that there is no indication of a change of scene after vv. 

30-2, so that in the present set-up of the Gospel the vehement debate between 

Jesus and the Jews before v. 30 goes on after v. 32 between Jesus and Jewish 

Christians.1 

Whatever the solution of this problem may be, I think that the very con¬ 

fused picture which emerges from our rather rapid survey of these passages 

shows that our approach is wrong. Only one thing is certain: all these people 

are outsiders, they do not really understand Jesus, their faith is, therefore, 

imperfect and insufficient; they do not belong to the group of true believers. 

Seen from the standpoint of the Johanninc group and its theology there is no 

real difference between sympathizing Jews and Jewish Christians if the latter 

arc still thinking along what the Fourth Gospel considers to be purely Jewish 

lines.2 The vagueness of the Fourth Gospel’s description of Jewish groups 

corresponds with its vagueness in describing non-Johannine Christianity of 

Jewish descent. Everything in the Gospel is centred on its consistent and 

persistent search for the right terms and conceptions to express the truth 

about Jesus the Son of God, the Son of Man. 

APPENDIX 

In iv. 25 a representative Samaritan statement concerning the coming of the 

Messiah is recorded. An encounter between Jesus and the Samaritans is 

staged in order to confront Jesus’ message with typical Samaritan beliefs. 

The attitude of the Samaritans towards Jesus is, at least at the end, very 

Johannes (Nijkcrk, 1968), pp. 116-24. See also P. Borgcn, Bread from Heaven (Suppl. N.T. x) (Leiden, 

1 96j) > PP-183-92* and N. A. Dahl, ‘ Dcr Erstgeborene des Satans und der Vater des Teufcls (Polyk. 7: 
1 und Joh. 8: 44)’ in Apopkorcta. Festschrifi E. Haenchen (S.^JV.kK. xxx) (Berlin, 1964), pp. 70-84, 
esp. pp. 79-81. 

1 On this verse sec especially G. H. Dodd, ‘A l’arridrc-plan d’un dialogue johanniqueR.H.P.R. 
xxxvn (1957), 5-17, and a forthcoming publication byB. E, Schein, The seed of Abraham. John 8: 
5/-5QJ see W. A. Meeks, J.B.L. xci (1972), 67 n. 76 (Mr Schein kindly sent me a typescript copy of 
his paper). 

* See also E. Allen, ‘The Jewish Christian Church in the Fourth Gospel*, J.B.L. lxxiv (1953)1 
88-92, and R. M. Grant, ‘The Origin of the Fourth Gospel’, J.B.L. ixix (1950), 305-22. On the 
Fourth Gospel’s anti-Jcwish attitude Grant remarks: ‘The circumstances under which such an attack 
would seem advisable would be those in which Jewish Christians insisted that the synoptic gospels 
(any one of them) were adequate representations of the ministry of Jesus, or in which Jews outside 
the Church pointed to the Jewishness of Jesus. Naturally Jews outside the Church would innucncc 
Christians only slightly unless there were Jewish Christians inside who would be moved by Jewish 
arguments* (p. 320). 
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friendly - as vv. 39-42 show. And Jesus’ reply to the statement oI5a oti 

Msaalas* epxeTca ... otccv eA0fl ekeivos, avayyeAel i)\xTv airavTa is positive. In 

fact he declares £ycb eIjjli, 6 AaAcov aot. Is it because of the addition ‘he 

will announce all things to us’ that Jesus accepts this title for himself - 

whatever overtones syco d^i may have because of its use further on in this 

Gospel? 

This is not the place to give a full analysis ofiv. 1-42, but some remarks can 

be made which may, perhaps, carry the problem a little further.1 The woman’s 

reaction: * I sec that you arc a prophet’ in v. 19 and the statement concerning 

the Messiah in v. 25 are reactions to previous teaching of Jesus - about 

the life-giving water as a gift of God (vv. 10-15) anc* about the woman’s 

personal life (vv. 16-17) and to Jesus’ discourse on the worship in spirit 

and truth (vv. 19-24). Here we do not find Jesus directly or indirectly 

reacting to statements made by the other partners in the discussion, he 

conducts the discussion in his own terms and is interrupted by remarks 

made by the Samaritan woman. It is interesting to note that she is 

portrayed as being able to say ‘you are a (true) prophet’, but does not 

identify Jesus as the Messiah. It is Jesus who has to disclose himself as 

such (cf. ix. 37; x. 25). And even after this the woman docs not go any 

further than a hesitating ‘Could this be the Messiah?’ (v. 29). Next, we 

should note that neither prophet nor Messiah is the final title used in this 

section. The Samaritans who have come to believe - after the woman’s 

words about Jesus’ disclosure of her past and present - and who have deep¬ 

ened their faith and insight in the course of a two-day stay of Jesus in their 

village, finally profess their faith in the words: ‘We have heard him ourselves 

and we know that he is the Saviour of the World’ (p. 42). These Samaritans, 

one would say, are at least at the same level as the disciples of i. 34-51 who 

stayed with Jesus (v. 39) and were convinced by his teaching. Yet these 

disciples appear on the scene, after the woman has run off to her village and 

before the villagers profess their faith, in order to receive inside information 

in a special conversation with Jesus. They need it, because they misunder¬ 

stand completely a word of Jesus concerning the food he has to cat, but they 

receive it and Jesus’ instruction introduces a theme which will be developed 

further in chapter vi. The essential expression here is ‘to do the will of him 

who sent me’ which also recurs several times in the Gospel. In v. 30-6, vi. 

38-40 it becomes clear that the unity of will between Jesus and the One 

who sent him is the unity of will between Son and Father. 

Somehow the Samaritans (of whom we hear nothing further on in the Gos¬ 

pel) do not belong to the inner circle of oi poc0r|Tcd who receive special instruc¬ 

tion and accompany Jesus on his travels, receiving further initiation in the 

true nature of his message and mission, including that given in the Farewell 

Discourses (ch. xiii-xvii) announcing the guidance of the Spirit after Jesus’ 

1 Sec also ‘Jesus as Prophet and King*. 

18 
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glorification. In any case* Messiah'is not the final title and the woman who uses 

it does not grasp fully the real meaning of this designation as applied to Jesus. 

Returning to iv. 25 f. we cannot deny that Jesus accepts here the title 

Messiah as a self-designation. He docs so, however, inclusive of the phrase 

ocvayyeAei f)p!v ebravTa and, clearly, with his own interpretation of the 

term Messiah and of this additional phrase - as the context of the chapter 

shows. Commentators usually do not discuss the meaning of this otccv eAGq 

EKelvos, ocvayyeAei f)|iTv caravTa in the context of the Fourth Gospel, because 

they arc anxious to compare iv. 25 with known Samaritan concepts. W. A. 

Meeks,1 however, rightly points to xiii. 19; xviii. 4; xiv. 29; xvi. 4 where Jesus 

announces what is surely to come. Meeks regards this as a sign of prophetic 

authenticity to be viewed against the background of Dcut. xviii. 18-22.2 

Jesus is more than a prophet, but what is essential for prophecy is also essen¬ 

tial for his teaching. 

This, of course, leads to the question whether the Samaritans are rightly 

depicted as expecting a ‘prophetic Messiah*. Here we arc confronted with a 

difficult situation. Much has been written lately on the Samaritans and their 

beliefs. I should like to mention above all J. Macdonald’s The Theology of the 

Samaritans? the fifth chapter ‘Moses as King and Prophet in Samaritan 

Sources’in W. A. Meeks’ The Prophet-King* and, most recently, H. G. Kippen- 

berg, Garizim und Synagoge. Tradiiionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zur samari- 

tanischen Religion der aramdischen Periode.5 However, the non-specialist notes 

with regret that there is no agreement between the specialists with regard 

to their views on Samaritan eschatological beliefs in the first century a.d. 

Nearly all our sources arc much later and evidently it is not easy to decide 

which traditions are old and which not. At one point there is no disagreement: 

the title JTOD is not used in Samaritan sources before the sixteenth century.0 

W. A. Meeks is right, therefore, in saying ‘ that the title Mecrcnas has even been 

put in the mouth of the Samaritan woman (iv. 25) is a clear sign of the level¬ 

ling of different terminologies’.7 But if John is guilty here of‘levelling the 

different terminologies’, like Justin Martyr after him who tells us that both 

Jews and Samaritans expect tov xPlcrr°v>8 he did so in order to show that 

Jesus fulfilled Jewish and Samaritan expectations. 

1 The Prophet-King, p. 4G n. 2. 
2 We may also point here to the activity of the ‘Spirit of truth’ in xvi. 12-15. He will lead the 

believers els Trjv dX^Ouav Traaav. Like a true prophet lie will not speak d<p’ lavroO but will speak what he 
hears xal -ret {pyopeva dvayycXel upiv {v. 13, see also vv. 14, 15). 

3 (London, 1964). For our purpose especially Part Four ‘Eschatology’ (pp. 357-90) is important. 
4 Pp. 216-57. 

RclitiinnsRcschichtlichc Vcr.uirhc mt/l Vornrbeiten 30 (Rerlin-Ncw York, 1971). See especially chapter 
XI ‘Der Taheb* (pp. 276-305) and chapter xn, ‘Der Prophet wic Mosc’ (pp. 306-27). 

0 Kippenberg, op. cit. p. 303 n. 218, refers to Abraham haq-Q_abbasi. 
7 Op. cit. p. 318 n. 1. Macdonald, op. cit. p. 361, says rather more vaguely on iv. 25: ‘.. .though 

Messiah is hardly the right term in the Samaritan ease, for their concept of the one who is to come 
is not quite like that of Judaism and Christianity’. 

8 Apol. liii. 6. Justin adds that they did so £Xo'rTCSToVTTaP°tTO^®eo'5^6yov5!dTwvTrpo99Twv7Tapa5o0dvTa 

orurols! 
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It is also clear that the expectation of the Prophet like Moses occupied a 

very important place in Samaritanism, because the Samaritan Pentateuch 

adds Deut. v. 28-9; xviii. 18-22; v. 30-1 immediately after Exod. xx. 21, that 

is after the Decalogue. There are indications that this expectation is early.1 

Do we have to connect this with John iv. 19 or with iv. 25? Kippenberg 

connects it with v. 192 but overlooks the fact that in iv. 19 the article is 

omitted. Jesus is called a prophet (and of course a real, true prophet is meant) 

but not the prophet who is always called 6 TrpocprjTris.3 If there is any connec¬ 

tion between the Samaritan expectation of the prophet and John’s presenta¬ 

tion of it we should look to iv. 25 and assume that it was John who introduced 

the term ‘Messiah’, while adding the ‘prophetic’ phrase dvayyeAei f)piv 

arravTa.4 

Traditions regarding the coming of Moses and the Taheb are very varie¬ 

gated and it is not quite clear how they are interrelated and connected with 

the expectation of the Mosaic prophet;5 consequently there is also difference 

of opinion as to the earliest form of these expectations. H. G. Kippenberg 

states quite clearly: The Taheb is simply the prototype of those who return 

(to the Lord) and who receive God’s compassion. The Taheb is a‘vague’ 

figure and that is the reason why so many different traditions could be 

connected with it - also prophetic and Mosaic notions. It remains to be asked, 

however, whether Kippenberg’s result - originally strictly divided concepts 

of prophet like Moses and Taheb, and the return of Moses only as an anti- 

Dosithean variant of the former one0 - is not due to his method. His ‘Tradi- 

tionsgcschichtc’ is mainly a ‘Bcgriffsgcschichtc’ and he presupposes evidently 

a development from simplicity to complexity.7 This presupposition may well 

be wrong; Samaritan expectation may have been far more complex right 

from the beginning than Kippenberg thinks. If this is true the background of 

John iv. 25 may well be more complex too - it may be of importance that we 

find no less than three times in Memar Marqa that the Taheb ‘will reveal the 

truth’.8 

1 Sec Kippenberg, op. cit. chapter xii. 

2 Op. cit. p. 313 and pp. 115-17 (on John iv), pp. 324-7 (on ‘the prophet’, especially in John). 
Kippenberg’s treatment of Johanninc texts is, on the whole, disappointing. 

3 So rightly Meeks, The Prophet-King, p. 34. This distinction is not important for the use of the 
prophet-title as starting-point for Johanninc christology - sec also M. de Jongc, ‘Jesus as Prophet 
and King’. 

4 Besides the Johanninc parallels mentioned by W. A. Meeks compare also I Macc. iv. 4G where 
one stores the stones of the defiled altar somewhere until a prophet will come toO d7roKpi6f|vai mol 
otvTwv (cf. xiv. 41). See also C.D. vi. iof. (the coming of a pT^Pl PHT* with new instructions), and iQS 
ix. 10 f. (where the prophet and the anointed onc(s) of Aaron and Israel have this function): on these 
and other texts sec M. de Jongc, ‘The role of Intermediaries in God’s final intervention in the future 
according to the Qumran Scrolls’, in O. Michel ct al., Studies on the Jewish Background of the Xew 
Testament (Asscn, 1969), pp. 44-63, csp. pp. 54-5. 

5 Sec W. A. Meeks, op. cit. pp. 246-54, and J. Macdonald, op. cit. pp. 362-71. 
* So op. cit. chapter xii. 7 Sec op. cit. pp. 27-9. 
8 MM 11, 44, 31 f.; MM iv 108, 6 f.; MM iv hi, 13 f., sec Kippenberg, op. cit. pp. 289-93 and life 

note 159 on p. 293: ‘Oficnsichtlich die wichtigstc Tiitigkcit dcs Taheb, da sic zum drittcnmal 
erwahnt wird.’ 
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Finally, it may be remarked that iv. 22-4 dealing with true worship may be 

a reaction to Samaritan beliefs regarding the restoration of the true worship 

on Mount Gerizim. Here we have the well-known story in Josephus’ Ant. 

xvin, §§85-9 about a Samaritan ‘uprising’ under Pilate. In the background 

there is the expectation that in future the Mosaic tabernacle would be restored 

on Mount Gcrizim.1 In the story told by Josephus there is a connection with 

Moses-traditions and the leader of the action is a Moses-like figure. 

1 See Kippcnbcrg, op. cit. pp. 113-14 and chapter IX, pp. 234-54. 
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The Jewish and the Christian Messiah * 

by JOSEPH KLAUSNER 

REMARK ONE: 

The subject of this article would require a whole book for its 

elucidation. Within the limits of a short article I can only indicate 

the general outlines of the problem and restrict myself to certain 

important principles. Also, for the sake of brevity, I shall be com¬ 

pelled to cite from the extensive literature on matters pertaining to 

this subject only what is most relevant. 

REMARK TWO: 

The conception both of the Jewish Messiah and of the Christian 

Messiah has changed from period to period. The Jewish Messiah of 

Isaiah and Jeremiah is not the same as that of Daniel or the Ethiopic 

Enoch; nor is the conception of the Jewish Messiah in all these like 

that in the early Talmudic Aggadah, the Mishneh Torah of Maimon- 

idcs, or the Kabbalistic books. It is likewise with respect to the con¬ 

ception of the Christian Messiah: Jesus himself understood his Mcs- 

siahship very differently from the way in which Paul understood it. 

The later Church Fathers greatly modified what Paul taught; and the 

Catholics, Greek Orthodox, and Protestants differ greatly among 

themselves about how to conceive of the Messiah. 

In this brief article I shall deal only with the conception of the 

Jewish Messiah as it has become crystallized in Biblical-Talmudic 

Judaism and accepted by most Jews; and with respect to the Christian 

• Reprinted from Sepbcr Magues fHeb.], Jerusalem, 1938. 

5*9 
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conception of the Messiah I shall deal only with those features now 

shared by all three branches of the Christian faith. Then I shall at¬ 

tempt to present these two conceptions, the Jewish and the Christian, 

in contrast with each other, in order to show the difference between 

them. 

I 

The Jewish Messiah is a redeemer strong in physical power and 

in spirit, who in the final days will bring complete redemption, 

economic and spiritual, to the Jewish people—and along with this, 

eternal peace, material prosperity, and ethical perfection to the whole 

human race. 

The Jewish Messiah is truly human in origin, of flesh and blood 

like all mortals. Justin Martyr in his time put this clearly into the 

mouth of Trypho the Jew, thus: “We Jews all expect that the Mes¬ 

siah will be a man of purely human origin.” 1 This human conception 

of the Messiah remains normative in Judaism to this day. To be sure, 

a Talmudic Baraitha numbers the name of the Messiah among the 

seven things which “were created before the world was created”:2 

there is also something of this sort in the “Parables” of the Ethiopic 

Enoch.3 But no doubt what is intended is the idea of the Messiah or 

the idea of redemption through the Messiah.4 

The Messiah is full of the spirit of wisdom and understanding, 

counsel and might, knowledge and the fear of the LORD. He has a 

special feeling for justice: he “smells and judges” [that is, he can al¬ 

most tell a man’s guilt or innocence by his sense of smell].5 He “shall 

smite the land (or, the tyrant) with the rod of his mouth, and with 

the breath of his lips shall he slay the wicked.” 6 For “the war against 

Gog and Magog,” who come to destroy Israel, there is a special Mes- 

1 '‘AvQpwirov avOputruv. See Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, 
Chap. 49, beginning. 

2 Pcsahim 54a; Nedarim 39b. 
3 Ethiopic Enoch 48:3. 
4 See M. Friedmann, Introduction to Seder Eliyahu Rabbah, Vienna, 1902, p. 

114; M. Vernes, Histoire des idees ?}icssianiqUes, Paris, 1874, pp. 268-269, 281, note. 
5 Sanhedrin 93b; see above, p. 468. 
6 Isa. 11:4. 
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siah—Messiah ben Joseph, who is slain in the war.7 But Messiah ben 

David is the king of peace: 

When the King-Mcssiah is revealed to Israel, he will not open his mouth 
except for peace, as it is written (Isa. 52:7), “How beautiful upon the 
mountains are the feet of the messenger of good tidings, that announceth 
peace.” 8 

Also, “the Messiah shall be peaceful in his very name, as it is written 

(Isa. 9:5), ‘Everlasting father, prince of peace.* ”9 

What in essence is the task of the King-Mcssiah? 

He redeems Israel from exile and servitude, and he redeems the 

whole world from oppression, suffering, war, and above all from 

heathenism and everything which it involves: man’s sins both against 

God and against his fellow man, and particularly the sins of nation 

against nation. For in the Messianic age all peoples will be converted 

to Judaism—some of them becoming “true proselytes” and some 

only “proselytes hanging on” (from self-interest).10 In the Alemt 

prayer, which is offered by Jews three times daily, we find the hope 

that speedily 

. . . the world will be perfected under the kingdom of the Almighty, 
and all the children of flesh will call upon Thy name, when Thou wilt 
turn unto Thyself all the wicked of the earth. Let all the inhabitants of the 
world perceive and know that unto Thee every knee must bow, every 
tongue must swear . . . and let them all accept the yoke of Thy king¬ 
dom.11 

And in the Shemoneh Esreh prayer for “Solemn Days” [New Year 

and Day of Atonement], Jews say: “And let all creatures prostrate 

themselves before Thee, that they may all form a single band to do 

Thy will with a perfect heart.” In this prayer the Jew prays: 

Give then glory, O LORD, unto Thy people, . . . joy to Thy land 
(Palestine), gladness to Thy city (Jerusalem), a flourishing horn unto 

7 Sukkah 520; see above, pp. 483-501. 
8 Dcrekh Erets Zuta, Chap. 11 (Section on Peace). See M. Higgcr, Minor 

Tractates [Heb.], New York, 1929, p. 101, and notes on p. 148; Lev. R., Chap. 
9, end. 

8 Derekh Erets Zuta, Section on Peace, Text B (M. Higger, op. cit., p. 104). 
10Gerb?i gerurim. Cf. Bcrakhoth 57a and Toscphta, Berakhoth 7(6)12 (and 

Zuckermandcl’s notes ad loc.) with Abodah Zarah 24*7. [See p. 481 above.] 
11 Singer, Standard Prayer Book, American ed., p. 94. 
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David Thy servant, and a clear shining light unto the son of Jesse, Thine, 

anointed. 

But at the same time he also prays that “all wickedness shall be wholly 

consumed like smoke, when Thou makest the dominion of arrogance 

to pass away from the (whole) earth.” 12 

Along with redemption from servitude, from evil, and from 

heathenism, that is to say, from the evil in man, the Messiah will save 

man from the evil in nature. No longer will poisonous reptiles and 

beasts of prey exist; or rather, they will exist, but will do no harm.13 

There will be great material prosperity in the world: the earth will 

bring forth an abundance of grain and fruit, which man will be able 

to enjoy without excessive toil.14 As to the Jewish people, not only 

will they freely dwell in their own land, but there will also be an 

“ingathering of exiles,” whereby all Jews scattered to the four cor¬ 

ners of the earth will be returned to Palestine. All nations will ac¬ 

knowledge the God of Israel and accept His revelation of truth. Thus 

the King-Messiah, the king of righteousness, will be in a certain sense 

also the king of all nations, just as the God of Israel will be King over 

all the earth because He is the One and Only God. 

Not every book of prophecy mentions an individual human Mes¬ 

siah. In the books of Nahum, Zephaniah, Habakkuk, Malachi, Joel, 

and Daniel, God alone is the redeemer. In the books of Amos, Ezekiel, 

Obadiah, and in the Book of Psalms, there is only a collective Mes¬ 

siah: “deliverers” and “saints” redeem the world by their righteous¬ 

ness and piety. In the books of Haggai and Zechariah, the Messiah is 

none other than Zerubbabel, a person who is not out of the ordinary 

except that he is of the house of David. In Deutero-Isaiah and Daniel, 

the Messiah is not a person at all, but is the whole Jewish people. Like¬ 

wise, in the Apocryphal books (as distinguished from the Pseudepig- 

rapha), there is no individual Messiah. In the Talmud, Rabbi Hillel 

(to be distinguished from Hillel the Elder) makes bold to say: “There 

shall be no Messiah for Israel, because they have already enjoyed him 

in the days of Hezekiah.” 15 To be sure, Rab Joseph rebelled against 

121bid., pp. 350-35 *• 
13 Siphra, Behuqqothai, Chap. 2, beginning (ed. Weiss, ma). 
1* See on all this above, pp. 505-512. 
15 Sanhedrin 98^ and 99a. 
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this opinion, saying: “May God forgive R. Hillel for saying this.” 16 

But the fact remains that it was possible for a Jew faithful to his nation 

and his religion to conceive of redemption without an individual hu¬ 

man redeemer: God Himself would be the redeemer.17 

This view did not prevail in Judaism. Belief in the coming of the 

Messiah is the twelfth in the thirteen “Articles of Faith” of Maimon- 

ides. But the fact that at one time Judaism could have conceived of 

redemption without a Messiah is not surprising. For redemption 

comes from God and through God. The Messiah is only an instru¬ 

ment in the hands of God. He is a human being, flesh and blood, like 

all mortals. He is but the finest of the human race and the chosen of 

his nation. And as the chosen of his nation, who is also the choicest of 

the human race, he must needs be crowned with all the highest virtues 

to which mortal man can attain. 

As the Messiah, he exemplifies both physical and spiritual perfec¬ 

tion. Even such an extremely spiritual and ethical person as Philo of 

Alexandria sees in the Messiah not only the spiritual and ethical side, 

but also finds in him “all-powerful strength of body” and “might” 

(Sen'OT-qs); for “leading his host to war he will subdue great and 

populous nations.” At the same time Philo finds in the Messiah “holi¬ 

ness and beneficence” (ac/xvor^ kcll evepyevca).18 Both with respect to 

holiness, righteousness, truth, and goodness, and with respect to 

might and authority, the Messiah is the “supreme man” of Judaism, 

which is very far from Nietzsche's “blond beast.” But with all his 

superior qualities, the Messiah remains a human being. Within the 

limits of a constantly improving humanity, Judaism has devised the 

ideal man, or, if we may speak in the language of Kant, “the con¬ 

ception of the [upper] limit of man”—concerning whom we may 

say with the divinely inspired psalmist, “Thou hast made him but 

little lower than God.” 19 But this “little” leaves the Messiah within 

the bounds of humanity and does not allow him to pass beyond. 

1G Loc. cit. 
17 See on this, James Drummond, The Jewish Messiah, London, 1877, pp. 

226-277. 
lsSee Philo, On Rewards and Punishments, Chap. 16, Sects. 95-97 (ed. M., II, 

423-424; ed. C.-VV., V, 357). See also J. Klausner, Philosophers and Thinkers 
[Hcb.l, I, 87-S8; above, p. 493. 

79 Ps. 8:6. 
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The kingdom of the Jewish Messiah is definitely “of this world.” 

Judaism is not only a religion, but is also the view of life of a single 

nation that holds to this religion alone, while the other religions in¬ 

clude various nations. It is absolutely necessary, therefore, that 

Judaism’s ideal for mankind should require first of all the realization 

of the yearning of its oppressed, suffering, exiled, and persecuted 

nation to return to its own land and recover its former status. But 

this ingathering of exiles and this national freedom are closely linked 

with the emancipation of all humanity—the destruction of evil and 

tyranny in the world, man’s conquest of nature (material prosperity 

and the elimination of natural forces of destruction), the union of all 

peoples into “a single band” to fulfill God’s purpose, that is, to do 

good and to seek perfection, righteousness, and brotherhood. This is 

the “kingdom of heaven” or the “kingdom of the Almighty”; it is the 

Messiah’s reign or the “Days of the Messiah.” But the Messiah is not 

the primar)7 figure, although he occupies a central place in this “king¬ 

dom of heaven”; “heaven,” that is, God, is the primary figure. (The 

word “heaven” is used here as a surrogate for God, to avoid blas¬ 

phemy; hence “kingdom of heaven” and “kingdom of God,” or “king¬ 

dom of the Almighty,” are used interchangeably in the literature of 

the end of the period of the Second Temple and later.) 

Finally, the “kingdom of heaven” will come only “in the end of the 

days.” The chief difference [on this point] between Judaism and 

Hellenism is that the Greeks and Romans saw the “Golden Acre” in 

the past, at the beginning of history, while the Jews saw it in the 

future, at the end of history. Humanity is steeped in wickedness and 

injustice, and hence is incomplete, or lacking in fulfillment. This ful¬ 

fillment will come “in the end of the days,” when wrongdoing, in¬ 

solence, and conflict will pass from the earth, when “the wolf shall 

dwell with the lamb” and “the earth shall be full of the knowledge 

of the LORD as the waters cover the sea.” Then those national 

achievements for which Israel lon^s in its exile and bondage will be 

realized: the return of the banished, the recovery of the homeland, 

the revival of the Hebrew language,20 and the restoration of the 

20 Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Judah 25:3. See on this above, p. 316; 
I. Ostersctzer, The Outside Boohs [Heb.j, cd. Kahana, I, 1, p. 180; R. H. Charles, 
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kingdom (the kingdom of the house of David or the kingdom of the 

Messiah). 

This notion of perfection stems from the ardent progressivism that 

belongs to the veiy foundation of Judaism. Both present-day Judaism 

and present-day humanity require completion, that is, they demand 

and are prepared for development and progress. This completion, the 

fruition of improvement by means of repentance and good works, 

will be achieved in the Messianic age. To be sure, the Messiah is 

reckoned among “three things that come unexpectedly’*;21 but among 

the “seven things hidden from men” is included also this: “when the 

kingdom of David will be restored to its former position.**22 There¬ 

fore, “unexpectedly” is not to be interpreted to mean that the Messiah 

will come without preparation, but that it is impossible to know in 

advance when the preparation will be complete, so that the iMessiah 

will be able to come. And therefore, “the advent of Messiah” is not 

to be contrasted with “the end of the days**: “the Messianic time of 

the end” and “the end of the days” are one and the same. The elimina¬ 

tion of imperialistic oppression, the cessation of wars, everlasting 

peace, the fraternity of nations in “a single band,” the removal of evil 

in man and nature, economic abundance, the flowing of all peoples 

to “the mountain of the LORD’S house”—this whole complex of 

material and spiritual well-being is the Messianic age or the “kingdom 

of heaven”; for “heaven” (God) will bring all these things to the 

world through the Messiah, the exalted instrument of the Divine Will. 

This is the Jewish Messiah and these his characteristics and activ¬ 

ities. 

II 

And now by contrast—the Christian Messiah. 

Christianity is wholly based on the personality of the Messiah. This 

statement needs no proof. When the people of Antioch began to 

Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament in English, Oxford, 1913, 
II, 324, Note 3. 

21 Sanhedrin 970. 
22 Mekhilta, Wayyassa, Chap. 6 (ed. Friedmann, 51 a\ ed. Horowitz-Rabin, p. 

171) -, Pesahim 54b} beginning. 
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make a distinction between the believers in Jesus on the one hand, 

and Jews expecting the Messiah along with pagan Greeks on the other 

hand, they could find no more fitting name than “Christians’'—a 

term derived from the Greek translation (Christos) of the Hebrew 

word “Messiah” (Mdshtah)23 For at first the only difference between 

Jews and Christians was that the former believed that the Messiah 

was still to come, and the latter that the Messiah had already come. 

But because of the fact that the Messiah who had already come was 

crucified as an ordinary rebel after being scourged and humiliated, 

and thus was not successful in the political sense, having failed to re¬ 

deem his people Israel; because of the lowly political status of the 

Jews at the end of the period of the Second Temple and after the 

Destruction; and because of the fear that the Romans would persecute 

believers in a political Messiah—for these reasons there perforce 

came about a development of ideas, which after centuries of con¬ 

troversy became crystallized in Christianity in the following form: 

1. The Messiah did not come to redeem from political oppression 

and economic wrong, but to redeem from spiritual evil alone. 

2. Political oppression is a special problem of the Jews, but spiritual 

evil is world-wide. Hence Jesus came to redeem the whole world; not 

to redeem the Jewish people and their land first, and then as a con¬ 

sequence to redeem the whole world, which will forsake idolatry and 

become like- Israel in every respect. And hence the kingdom of the 

Christian Messiah is “not of this world.” 

3. Jesus was scourged and humiliated as a common rebel. But he 

was not a common rebel; he only preached repentance and good 

works. Therefore, he was a true Messiah and not a false Messiah. 

Then why did God allow His Chosen One, the Messiah, to undergo 

frightful suffering and even to be crucified—the most shameful death 

of all, according to Cicero 24 and Tacitus25—and not save him from 

all these things? The answer can only be that it was the will of God 

and the will of the Messiah himself that he should be scourged, 

humiliated, and crucified. But whence came a purpose like this, that 

23 Acts 11:26. 
24 See Cicero, Against Verres, V 64. 
25 See Tacitus, Historiesy IV 3 and 11. 
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would bring about suffering and death without sin? The answer can 

only be that the suffering was vicarious and the death was an atoning 

death. Jesus the Messiah suffered for others, for many, for all hu¬ 

manity. With his blood the Messiah redeemed humanity from sin, 

inherited sin, the sin of Adam, sin which became a part of Adam’s 

nature, bringing death upon him and upon all his descendants. The 

Messiah went willingly to a disgraceful death in order that humanity 

might be redeemed from evil, from sin, from suffering, from death, 

and from the powers of Satan that prevail in the world—that Satan 

who by his enticement to sin brought death to the world. Support for 

this belief that the Messiah suffers for the iniquity of others (vicarious 

suffering) was found in Isaiah 53, which was interpreted not as re¬ 

ferring to the persecuted people Israel, but to the suffering Messiah: 

“Yet he bore the sin of many.” 26 

4. But the Messianic suffering which Jesus took upon himself by 

his own will and by the will of God cannot end in a shameful death. 

After the Messianic age comes the resurrection of the dead, accord¬ 

ing to Jewish doctrine. Therefore, of course, the Messiah rose from 

the dead—the first of men so to rise (“the firstfruits of them that 

slept,” “the firstborn from the dead”).27 And therefore, Jesus is not 

mortal like other men. The will of God has been revealed in the will 

of the Messiah, and hence the Messiah is related to God in a special 

•way. 

5. God says to the Messiah, “Thou art My son, this day have I be¬ 

gotten thee.” 28 And Jesus during his lifetime spoke much of “my 

Father who is in heaven.” For Jews this was a common poetic- 

figurative expression. But the Gentiles, who asserted that certain of 

their eminent men—Alexander the Great, Plato, Pythagoras—had 

been fathered by gods who had visited mortal women, saw in this 

expression an actual genetic relationship of Jesus to God. Saul-Paul 

of Tarsus, who was a Jew, but one steeped in Greek culture, began to 

employ the concept “son of God” in a sense close to but not identical 

with the pagan concept: as Messiah, Jesus is “son of God” in the sense 

26 Isa. 53:12. 
27 I Cor. 15:20; Col. 1:18. 
23 Ps. 2:7. 
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of a “heavenly man” not susceptible to sin nor even to death. By his 

temporary death he atoned for the sin of Adam, and in his resur¬ 

rection for eternity he ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand 

of God because he is closer to God than are the angels. This was the 

first step toward deification. But Paul the Jew did not go so far as to 

call Jesus “God.” 
The second step was to identify Jesus with the “Word” by which 

the world was created according to Judaism,29 or with the “Logos,” 

which is a sort of angelic being according to Philo of Alexandria.30 

This identification we find in the Gospel of John.31 But it was natural 

that the Gentiles whom Paul brought into Christianity should take 

the third and final step and make Jesus a “God-man”—“one person 

with two natures”—God and man at one and the same time. Thus 

Jesus’ Messiahship was gradually obscured: Jesus the Messiah gave 

way to “Jesus the God-man,” or “the God Jesus”; and matters finally 

reached such a pass that the name “Christ” became the essential 

cognomen of Jesus (“Jesus Christ” and not “Jesus the Messiah”). The 

Messiahship of Jesus became secondary to his deity. 

6. Although Jesus has been elevated to a rank fully equal to that 

of “God the Father,” he still remains “Redeemer,” and hence is still 

Messiah also. He has already come once into the world in the form 

of a man and has redeemed the world from sin and evil and death 

and Satan. Yet sin and evil and death and Satan still prevail in the 

world; therefore we are to expect his second coming, his “Parousia,” 

at which time the Day of Judgment will occur, and Jesus, having 

taken his seat at the right hand of “his Father,” will judge all persons 

that have ever lived, and will deliver those who believe in him. Then 

will Satan be conquered, evil will come to an end, sin will cease, and 

death will pass away; all the powers of darkness will vanish, and the 

kingdom of heaven will be fully established, though it had already 

begun with the first appearance of Jesus in the world. 
7. Meanwhile, in “this world,” men may turn in prayer to Jesus as 

to God his Father and instead of God his Father. In this sense he is 

29 Aboth 5:1. 
30 See on this in detail J. Klausner, op. cit.y I, 78-83. 
31 John 1:1-14. 
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“mediator” and “Paraclete” between God and man, although actually 

he himself is God and the true mediator is none other than Mary his 

mother, the Holy Virgin, “the mother of God” (Theotokos) by the 

Holy Spirit. 

This is what happened in Christianity to the Jewish conception of 

the Messiah. I he Christian Messiah ceased to be only a man, and 

passed beyond the limitations of mortality. Man cannot redeem him¬ 

self from sin; but the Messiah-God, clothed in the form of a man, is 

the one who by his own freely shed blood has redeemed mankind. 

And he will come a second time to redeem humanity, since his first 

appearance, and even his death on the cross, did not suffice to eradicate 

evil from the world and to convert all men to belief in him. The first 

Christians expected this “Parousia” in their own time, and hence 

would pray, Mar ana Tha—“Our Lord, come!” (and not Mar an Atha 

—“Our Lord has come”).32 When their prayer failed to be answered, 

and the Messiah-God did not again appear, they began to hope for 

the “thousand-year kingdom” or millennium (chiliasm); and finally 

they postponed the “Parousia” to an indefinite time.33 

Ill 

The Christian Messiah is in essence only a further development of 

the Jewish Messiah. For from Judaism Christianity received the ideas 

of redemption, the redeemer-Messiah, the Day of Judgment, and the 

kingdom of heaven. And much of what was common to Judaism and 

Christianity with respect to Messianic thinking remained even after 

estrangement and separation between them took place. Nevertheless, 

the difference between the Jewish and the Christian Messiah is very 

great. 

First of all, Jewish redemption can be conceived without any in¬ 

dividual Messiah at all—something which is absolutely impossible in 

Christianity. Also, “the Redeemer of Israel” for Judaism can mean 

God alone; in Christianity the Redeemer is Jesus only. Without the 

32 I Cor. 16:22. Cf. Rev. 22:20. 
33 Sec on this J. Klausner, History of the Second Temple [Heb.], V3 (1952), 

125-129; idem, Jesus of Nazareth, 5th Heb. cd., Jerusalem, 1945, pp. 432-441 (Eng. 
ed., pp. 398-407]. 
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Jewish Messiah, Judaism is defective; without the Christian Messiah, 

Christianity does not exist at all. 
Second, there is an irrational side even in the Jewish Messianic con¬ 

ception: where there is no mysticism at all there is no faith. But the 

irrational and mystical element in the Jewish Messiah is only un¬ 

natural, but not anti-natural, not opposed to nature. The unity of 

God is not affected in any essential way by the Jewish Messiah. In the 

last analysis, the Jewish Messiah is only, as said above, the instrument 

of deity—although of course a choice and superb instrument. But in 

Christianity monotheism is obscured by the Messiah, who is “Son of 

God,” the “Logos,” “the Lord,” a “God-man,” and “one person with 

two natures.” And from this spring the rest of the marked differences 

between the Jewish and Christian Messiahs: one cannot pray to the 

Jewish Messiah, he is not a mediator between God and man, he is not 

a “Paraclete” for man, and so on. 

Third, the Jewish Messiah is the redeemer of his people and the 

redeemer of mankind. But he does not redeem them by his blood; 

instead, he lends aid to their redemption by his great abilities and 

deeds. Even Messiah ben Joseph, who is slain, affords no atonement 

by his blood and his sufferings are not vicarious. Judaism is familiar 

with “the sin of Adam,” but the Jewish Messiah does not with his 

blood redeem from “original sin,” nor from death, nor from Satan. 

To be sure, Satan will be vanquished in the Messianic age—not by the 

Messiah, but by God. Man must redeem himself from sin not by faith 

alone, but by repentance and good works; then God will redeem him 

from death and Satan. (Generally speaking, Satan does not occupy 

in Judaism the central place that he takes in Christianity; Satan in 

Christianity is almost like the God of Evil of the Persians.) Each man 

is responsible for himself, and through his good deeds he must find 

atonement for his sins. He cannot lean upon the Messiah or upon the 

Messiah’s suffering and death.34 

Fourth and finally, since the Jewish Messiah is only “a righteous 

man ruling in the fear of God,” and since he brings only ethical per¬ 

fection to the world, the progress of humanity does not depend on 

him, but on humanity itself. Numberless times the Talmud returns to 

34 See A. Buchler, Studies in Sin and Atonement, London, 1928, pp. 375-461. 
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the idea that redemption depends on repentance and good works; 

well known is the interpretation of the verse “I the LORD will hasten 

it in its time”: 3S “If they are worthy, I will hasten it [the redemption]; 

if not, it will come in its [own good] time.” 36 And the Hebrew peo¬ 

ple, who were the first to acknowledge faith in One God, the God of 

goodness, and to whom came prophets of truth and righteousness, 

can and will be the first to “hasten the redemption” by repentance 

and good works. In other words, the Jews can and must march at the 

head of humanity on the road of personal and social progress, on the 

road to ethical perfection. This will be possible only when they have 

returned to their own land, have gathered in their exiles, have re¬ 

established their own state, and are no longer under the oppression of 

foreigners; but the “kingdom of heaven” is their goal and their highest 

aspiration, and without this goal Israel would never be freed from 

“bondage to foreign powers”—cessation of which will be the obvious 

external sign that the Days of the Messiah are near.37 

Therefore, we can say, without being suspected of undue bias 

toward Judaism, that the Jewish Messianic faith is the seed of progress, 

which has been planted by Judaism throughout the whole world. 

35 Isa. 60:22. 
36 Sanhedrin 98^; and Yerushalmi, Taanith 1:1 (63d) says, “If you arc worthy, 

I will hasten it; if not, it will come in its (own good] time.” 
37 “There is no difference between this age and the Days of the Messiah except 

bondage to foreign powers” (Ber. 34b and parallels). 
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“AT THE END OF THE DAYS” 

BY 

HANS KOSMALA 

I 

Much has been written on the “eschatology” of the Old Testament 

prophets in the last 30 or 40 years, but little agreement seems to have 

been achieved. Statements resulting from these studies range from 

one extreme to the other, from: “all prophets of the Old Testament, 

including the pre-cxilic prophets, are eschatologists” to “there is no 

pre-exilic or prophetic eschatology” *). On the following pages we 

shall not discuss the various aspects of the eschatological problems 

of the Old Testament, but concentrate on the Hebrew expression 

which seems to be the cause of the confusion: D’aTI nnnxn* It occurs 

a number of times in various books of the Old Testament, and by no 

means only in those of the prophets. It appears always in the same 

form and with the same preposition as a fixed form of speech: Gen. 

49,1; Nu. 24,14; Dt. 4,30; 31,29; Is. 2,2 (Mi. 4,1); Jer. 23,20 

(30,24); 48, 47; 49,39; Ez. 38,16; Hos. 3, 5; for the occurrences in the 

book of Daniel see further below. The traditional translations vary 

slightly. The AV has: “in the latter days”, but twice “in the last 

days”; the RV has throughout “in the latter days”; the RSV: “in 

the latter days”, but twice “in (the) days to come”; the most common 

modern rendering is: “at the end of the days”. 

This interpretation of the formula has given rise to two schools of 
thought: 

1) Hugo Gressmann, Der Messias, 1929, pp. 74-77 and 82-87, 
says: There are eschatological oracles in the books of the OT, and 

there is even an older “popular (volkstiimliche) eschatology” (l.c., 

p. 75). Cf. also Paul Yoi.z,Jesaja II, iibersetzt und erklart, 1932. 

2) The literary critics maintain that there is no pre-prophetic or 

prophetic eschatology. See G. Holscher, Die Ursprimge der jitdischen 
Eschatology, 1925, and, after him, S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 

1956, chapter V, especially pp. 126-133; survey on pp. 126ff. 

Both schools take for granted that b^ah’rit hayyamim means “in the 

last days” or “at the end of the days” tacitly implying the finis of 
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this world or at least of this world epoch. They take the expression 

as an eschatological concept. The first school, therefore, concludes 

that we find eschatological thought in the books where this and 

similar expressions (see the list which Gressmann gives, /.**., pp. 

83f.) are used. The other school, however, feels compelled to postulate 

that the expression b*ab*rit bayyatnim “occurs only in late passages, or 

late editorial links” (Mowixckel, l.c., p. 131, note 2). In other words, 

“there is no eschatology in the pre-prophetic age” (p. 130), “and the 

eschatological sayings in the prophetic books belong to the later 

strata, and come from the age of post-exilic Judaism” (p. 132). 

Holscher, therefore, deletes all “eschatological formulas” from the 

pre-exilic prophets, especially the most suspect of all: “am Ende 

der Tage” (Gressmann, p. 84). 

As we see, both views are dependent on the same (traditional) 

understanding of the formula be>abarit bayyatnim. But this is not quite 

what the Hebrew expression conveys. The traditional interpretation 

of the formula was suggested by the Septuagint which translates it by: 

ctt' eayjXTOU (icyjt.tow) t. vjfxepcov, sayocTOv t.y)., sv tolic; eayarau; yjjiipau; 

—cayaTOv, of course, meaning simply “the end”. However, it 

should be noted that scr/axov does not necessarily denote the 

“abrupt end”, but rather the “furthest”, the “utmost”, the “extreme”, 

“what comes last”. Nevertheless, it is this Greek expression in the 

commonly accepted sense of “end”, which has come to signify 

in Christian theology “the end of the days”, i.e., “the end of 

the universe as it at present exists”. We need not wonder, then, 

that the quarrel in all discussions on eschatology in the Old Testament 

turns on the proper definition of the term “eschatology”. As it is the 

creation of Christian theologians, we should realise that it is a stark 

bdastetes Wort, tainted by later ideas, which should not be summarily 

applied to the much earlier and far more primitive Old Testament 

concept b*'aharit bayyatnim 2). 

II 

What is the original meaning of that expression? 

The root 'hr points out that something is “behind” or that some¬ 

thing (else) “follows”. The derivations from this root are applied to 

both, space and time. 'ah*rit has never lost the original element of 

the root. Here are two examples: “(the land or lands) which lie behind 

(or beyond) the sea” (Ps 139, 9); “. . . that which will happen: tell 

us what the earlier things were . . . that we may know what followed 
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after them, or let us hear the coming things” (Is. 41, 22). There are 

a few cases in which 'akrit is used in a loose way in the sense of 

“end”, as for instance in Dt. 11, 12, where the beginning and the end 

of the ever-recurring agricultural year are described {re'sit and >akrit), 

where each end is followed by a new beginning; cf. however Job 

8, 7, where the two words are used succinctly. The expression 

'akrit»,adam does not necessarily imply the final “end”, the death of 

man, but rather his future time or fate which follows the present 

situation or circumstances, as in Nu. 23.10; Prov. 19, 20; Job. 8, 7, 

etc.; cf. here also Sir. 11, 25-28, which deals with the period before 
and after man’s death. 

The translation “end” in the expression k'akrit hayyamim is in 

every respect inadequate and can be misleading, Hayyamim is never 

used in the absolute sense for “time” 3). In hayyom the article has a 

demonstrative meaning: hayyom is the “present day”, “to-day” — 

the fuller expression being (W) hayyom hasyyh, in contradistinction 

to hayyom babi?, a (definite) day of the time to come. Likewise hayya¬ 

mim are the (days of the) present time, the present period, and, 

correspondingly, the fuller, but possibly later expression is hayyamim 

ha'elleb; cf. Zach. 8, 9. 15; Qoh. 7, 10. 'slkrit hayyamim, therefore, 

signifies the day, or days, or the time which will follow or come 

after a certain period, usually the present period” 4). It equals the 

expressions hayyamim hahem, or ba'et hahu\ or (hinneh) yamim ba'im, 

all of which point to a time which is not yet, but will come after the 
present period has come to an end. 

This definition of k'akrit hayyamim is borne out by Hos. 3,4f: 

“Many days the Israelites will (shall) dwell without a king... 

Afterwards they will (shall) return and seek the Lord ... and come 

in fear to the Lord and his goodness k'akrit hayyamim”. The word 

'ahar which introduces the first part of verse 5 makes it quite clear 

that the parallel expression k'akrit hayyamim refers to the “many 

days at the beginning of verse 4, describing the period which will 

have to pass; “afterwards” the events foreseen in verse 5 will take 
place. 

No passage in the Old Testament which has b^akrit hayyamim is 

eschatological in the sense in which we use the word. There 
is an oracle, Joel 3, 1, which does not contain this expression, but 

employs the adverb *akrey-ken instead, in the same sense: “Und es 

wird sein nach diesem...” s). Even in so late a passage as Dan. 2,28f. 

the expression b*akrityomayya' is still idiomatically used and clearly 
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defined as the time \/barcy drnab, the days or time which will come 

“after this”, that is, “after these days”. Also in the other places of the 

Book of Daniel, ycibarit must be so understood: 8, 19; 8, 23; 10, 14 

b*ab*rit hayyamiw; 12, 8 'afarityelleb. Both the LXX and Theodotion 

render it as usual by ird Icr^axou (ecr^dcTtov) xcov Y)(jiepG3v, with the ex¬ 

ception of the last passage, which Theodotion translates xa e'e^axa 

xouxcov, and the LXX vj Xucjlc; xou Xoyou xouxou, that is, the “interpre¬ 

tation of this word” 6). 

Ill 

When the Book of Daniel really means the “end”, the “conclusion 

of the final period”, or the “final, decisive period” itself, it says so 

and uses the proper Hebrew word for “end”, “finish”: qes7). This 

word is derived from the root qss, “cut off”. All passages containing 

the word qes are in the Hebrew chapters. Their Greek renderings are 

interesting. Qes hayyatuim we find in 12, 13 (LXX and Theodotion: 

cruvxeXsta Y)|j.spc5v); cet qes> the “period of the end”, in 8, 17; 11, 35; 

11, 40 (LXX: copa xaipou, xv.ipbc, auvxeXeta<;, copa auvxeXeia^; 

Theodotion: izipv.c, xaipou); similarly W qes in 9, 26 or W cet qes, 

in 11, 35 and 12, 9: or just qes in 12, 13 (also more in the sense of 

V/ qes). In three places qes is connected with tno'ed: 8, 19; 11, 27, 35, 

with special reference to the “appointed time” of the end. The Greek 

translations of qes vary to some extent. The LXX renders the word by 

auvxeXcLa and xocipoc, Theodotion by xaipo<; mostly together with 

7iepas (with the exception of 12, 13; see above). Sometimes xoapo<; 

stands for wo'ed (in connection with qes). A complete list of the Greek 

translations would show that xaipo<; became the predominant word 

for the “end” or the “time of the end”, the “appointed time (of the 

end)”. The LXX, it is true, gives some preference to cruvxeXeia, 

whilst Theodotion, who lived in the latter part of the sub-apostolic 

age, evidently found the word xatpoc;, as applied to eschatological 

time, already in use and preferred it to cruvxeXeia. It had already been 

widely employed as an eschatological term in the New Testament 

writings. Matthew uses cruvxeXsia (see further below); there is only 

one clear example for the eschatological use of the word xaip6<;, 
Mat. 8,29; but cf. also 13,30; 16,3; 21,34. 41 and 26,18 with eschatolo¬ 

gical implications (otherwise he uses xatpoc; as a general word for 

time). 

The Book of Daniel which knows and uses the old Hebraic expres¬ 

sion b^aJrrit hayyamim (even in the Aramaic passage 2, 28) still idio- 
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matically, has a fully developed eschatology in the strict sense. The 

“end” of the days is a real end. To express this, it uses the word 

qes, which is not used in this sense in the older Biblical texts 8). The 

“days of the end” arc literally numbered. The end is one of “Heil” 

and “Unheil”, of salvation and doom, and it is the doom by which 

the days come to an end: the “wrath of God” (8, 19) is bound to 

come, the doom had been determined (9, 26.27; 11, 36; cf. a. Is. 10, 
23; 28, 22). 

IV 

In spite of the correct use of the term b'abrit hqyyamim in the 

Book of Daniel, it was only natural that this expression also came 

under the spell of eschatology, for it presupposes that the present 

time or period of days will come to some kind of end, before the things 
that shall happen will happen. 

Although the older translations still distinguish between 'abrit 
and qes: 

Greek: eayjx.ro<;—cruvreXsia, 7tepa<;, xatpo? 

Latin: in novissimis temporibns—finis dierttm 

Luther: k'iinftige Zeiten, hcrnach—Ende der Tage 

AV: the latter days—the end of the days 

(about the Aramaic translation see last chapter), 

modern scholars seem to take no notice of this distinction. They 

translate b'abrit hqyyamim: “am Ende der Tage” (Gressmann, l.c., 

p. 84), die “Endzeit” (Ges.-Buhl, p. 27a), “at the end of the days” 

(Koehler-Baumgartner, p. 33b; Mowinckel, p. 131, n. 2). 

Modern translations should, therefore, be used cautiously, for 

*abrit and qes should be distinguished from each other. 

It is on the identification of *abrit with qes that the two modern 

schools base their different conclusions. Because the expression 

b'abrit hqyyamim is interpreted as meaning “at the end of the days”, 

the one school says, there is a pre-exilic eschatology, whilst the other 

school, which says there is none, has to declare that all the passages 

containing that expression are not original but belong to the age of 
post-exilic Judaism. As already pointed out, the “eschatological” 

interpretation of the old-Biblical expression b*aharit hqyyamim goes 

back to the Greek translation in its modern understanding, but 

we should keep in mind that eoyjxTo? is originally not quite the same 
as cruvreXeia, teXoi;, or 7tepa<; (see the dictionaries). 
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We do not know when the identification of 'ah*rit (hayyawm) with 

qes {}jayya???i??i) took place, but we do know that this development 

was practically completed in New Testament times. Two or three 
reasons for this trend may be given. 

1) There are prophecies of doom in the prophetic writings of the 

Old Testament. Doom together with salvation forms a necessary and 

integral part of the (later) eschatological view (cf., for instance, the 

Biblical quotations in the Damascus document). 

2) Some of the OT prophecies had never come true: Is. 2, 2ff., 

(cf. Jub. 1, 29), Hos. 3, 4f., Joel 3 (cf. Acts 2, 16-25) and 4, and many 

others. There are a number of references and allusions to Isaiah al¬ 
ready in the Book of Daniel. 

3) Important events had happened during the exilic and post- 

exilic period, such as the return to the land of the fathers, the re-erec¬ 

tion of the Temple, and we may even include its re-dedication under 

the Maccabeans. All of them could be understood as fulfilment of 

former prophecies and evidently they were so understood. However, 

the dissatisfaction with the priestly kingship of the Hasmoneans, 

which bore so little resemblance to the prophetic ideals, and the 

ensuing Roman rule, gave rise to serious doubts. This could not be 

what the prophets had in mind. The new world-period with a new 

victorious life of the Jewish people as visualized by the prophets was 

still to come and to come soon. They conceived it as something utter¬ 

ly different from the present era of spiritual dearth and political sub¬ 
jection. 

The authority of the Scriptures was never doubted. God was faith¬ 

ful and the word of his prophets true. The fact that the prophecies 

had not come true in the past made a new interpretation for the 

present time of longing and hope necessary. The task was vigorously 

taken up by the Essenic movement and, after it, together with new 

aspects, by Early Christianity. The new interpretation became the 

mainspring of their theologies. “The time of the end”, “the end of 

the time(s)”, when all the prophecies of doom and salvation would be 

fulfilled, was now. 

It is true that Jewish apocalyptic thought, especially in its earlier 
representations, did not always conceive the end as a world cata¬ 

strophe, cf. for instance the new creation according to Jub. 1, 29; 

5, 12; 23, 26 ff.), but the “last” days or times (Test. Levi 14, 1; TIs 

6, 1; TZ 8, 2; TD 5, 4; TG 8, 2; TJOs 19, 10) are seen as a real end, 

a completion, or consummation: tzXz'uagk; yp6vcov (TR 6, 8); 
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covxeXsia xcov alcovow (TL 10, 2; TB 11, 3); xatpo' auvxeXsiac 
(TZ 9, 9); finis saeculi (4 Ezra 6, 25); finis temporis, temporum (2 Bar. 

27, 15; 29, 8; 30, 3); consummatio (4 Ezra 9, 5); c. mundi (2 Bar. 56, 2); 

c. saeculi {83,7); c. exitus dierum (Ass. Mos. 1, 18); (tewpora ?) cons/rn- 
mentur (10,13). 

V 

A few notes on the eschatological expressions in the literature of 

Qumran and the New Testament may follow here in order to give an 

idea of the further development of eschatological thought and to 
show the affinity between its two main trends. 

In the Dead Sea Scrolls both expressions (1) 'alrrit and (2) qes are 

in use and to some extent still distinguished from each other. 

la) B*yah«rit hayyamim. In Sa I, 1 the expression is clearly applied 

to the “Messianic” time, as the Messiah is already thought to be 

present in the congregation. It is not quite clear whether this refers 

to the time of the qes or the time after the qes. There are two more 

passages in the Damascus document. D IV, 4 says, that “the elect of 

Israel... shall stand b^afarit hayyamim”, that is, evidently, during 

(IV, 8f.) and after (IV, 10) the “completion of the qes”. According to 

D VI, lOf. “the Teacher of Righteousness arises b^ab'rit hayyamim”, 
that is, after the “qes of wickedness”. 

(lb) L^afarit hayyamim occurs only in pHab II, 5f. and IX, 6. It 

should be noted that in these two examples the preposition b* has 

been replaced by the particle A. The difference may not be great, but 

all translators including the latest (Dupont-Sommer and Johann 

Maier) render both passages in the same way as those with b<: “at 

the end of the days”. It seems that pHab employs the term only in a 

loose way indicating that the event will take place sometime during 

the last period. The period thus described begins practically with the 
day(s) of judgment (cf. also V, 3-6). 

(2) Qes is definitely, as in the Book of Daniel, “the time of the 

end , during which the wicked people reign, those who do not 

believe in the message of the Teacher of Righteousness, “whom God 

had given ... to interpret all the words of his servants, the prophets, 

through whom God had announced all the things that would come 

over his people . . .” (pHab II, 8-10). The qes is, therefore, sometimes 

described as the qes riiH, the end-period of wickedness (D VI, 10.14; 

XII, 23; XV, 7.10; pHab VII, 7.12). The very last part of the end-time 

is called qes'abron (S IV, 16f.; pHab VII, 7.12). The NT equivalent 

308 



34 TANS KOSMALA 

is y.y.’.poz coy7-0: (1 P, 1,5), which is here already the beginning of 

the new aeon. Qes is sometimes itself the end-period, sometimes the 

conclusion of this period (S III, 23; or with special reference to the 

fact that it is fixed by God, qes nebrasab, S IV, 20.25 and H III, 36 

with allusion to Dan. 9, 26f. and 11, 36 and the corresponding pas¬ 

sages in Isaiah). S III, 13-15 (q/ssim), evidently referring to decisive 

periods of the past, seems to admit periods of visitation (“Heil” 

and/or “Unheil”). 

Summarizing the results of this brief examination of the Scrolls, 

we may say that the idea of the end is rendered by the word qes with 

a special emphasis on its wickedness, on judgment, and doom; more 

generally, however, by ’abrit bayyamim perhaps with a greater stress 
on salvation. 

VI 

Both expressions appear in their Greek form in the New Testament. 

For b'abrit bayyamim see the translations of the LXX. Qes is usually 

rendered by y.aipoc as in the Greek translations of the Book of 

Daniel. Both expressions are here even more closely connected with 

each other: sometimes they are practically identified (cf. 2 Tim. 3,1). 

All passages in John have the singular, “on the last day (sv tv) ia- 

yy.Tr) Yjgepa), with reference to the last judgment (12,48) or the resur¬ 

rection (6, 39.40.44.54; 11, 24). The plural, “in the last days” (ev 

TaXq icrya.Ta.ic, r^ipaic) is used in Acts 2,17 (quotation of Joel 3, Iff., 

which has not lb abrit bayyamim; see note 5), James 5, 3, and 2 Tim. 

3,1; with ini in 2 P. 3, 3; in’ eo/arou twv ^povwv in 1 P. 1,20. 

As the present time of the New Testament is “end-time”, the word 

xatpog is very frequent here. Many passages in the New Testament, 

in which xaip6? is usually translated with “time” or, occasionally, 

“appointed time”, actually refer to the present, or almost present, 

time of the end. It is quite impossible to deal with the concept 

xcapop without having due regard to the eschatological mood of the 

context 9), in which we find it. Admittedly, there are cases where 

xaip6<; is used in a more general sense like xpovop, but there are also 

other cases where yyovoc is used synonymously with xaipop10). 
About the plural xaipot see examples below. 

Here is a list of passages in which the word x<xtp6$ can best be 

studied in its eschatological aspect. The list is not complete. 

Mt. 8, 29. 

Mk. 1, 15: 10, 30; 13, 33. 
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Lk. 1, 20; 19, 44; 21, 8.24. 36 (= E 6, 18). 

Rom. 3, 26; 12, 11 (v. /.); 13, 11. 

1. Cor. 4, 5. 

Gal. 6, 9. 

Eph. 1, 10; 5, 16 (= Col. 4, 5). 

1. Thess. 5, 1. 

2. Thess. 2, 6. 

1. Tim. 2, 6; 4, 1; 6, 15. 

2. Tim. 3.1. 

I-Ieb. 9, 9 f. 

1. P. 1, 11; 4, 17; 5, 6. 

Rev. 1, 3; 11, 18; 12, 12. 14; 22, 10. 

A number of expressions with qes, common in the Scrolls, have 

their Greek equivalents in the New Testament, although they are not 
always indentical in meaning. 

ad Mk. 1,15 and Lk. 21, 24 cf. D IV, 10: yp D’btPn (cf. a. LXX Dan. 
12, 13 a. Dan. Theodot. 5, 26). 

ad Lk. 21, 36 and Eph. 6, 18 cf. D VI, 10; XV, 7.10: yp 
ad Eph. 5, 16, Col. 4, 5; 2 Tim. 3, 1 (Test. Dan. 6, 6) cf. D VI, 10. 

14; XII, 23; XV, 7.10; pllab V, 7f.: (n)srcnn yp 
ad 1 P. 1, 5 (ev xaipcp ecr^aTco) and 1 Tim. 4, 1 (ev ucrrspoK; xaipou;) 

cf. S IV, 16f.; pHab VII, 7.12:‘]nnx(n) fp(n). 
ad Mat. 16,3. Lk. 21,24, Acts 1,7 and 17,26 (xocipoQ cf. S III, 14 f: D'sp* 

(ad Rom. 13, 11, xocipo<; + copa, cf. LXX Dan. 8, 17; 11, 35.40). 
(ad Lk. 19, 43 cf. D VII, 11). 

The word auvrsXsaa used in the sense of qes is peculiar to Matthew: 

13, 39.40.49; 24, 3; 28 ,20 (cf. also Heb. 9, 26). It is taken from LXX 

Dan. 11, 27.35.40; 12, 13; (not in Theodotion). 

VII 

A few remarks on the Targumim may conclude our observations. 

All Targumim render be'aharit hayyamim by besop yomayya*, although 

the Aramaic passage in Dan. 2, 28 has be'aharityomayya* (Hebraism?). 

We see that the Targumists did not follow this precedent, but con¬ 

ceived the Hebrew 'aharit hayyamm as “the end of the days”. There is 

no exception. The Aramaic sop corresponds to Hebrew qesy not to 

Hebrew 'a/rrzt. The common Semitic root means “to take an end”, 

“to be no more”, “to cease to exist”, “to perish”. Sop, therefore, 

denotes the “absolute end”. In Hebrew the word sop is used as an 
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Aramaism in a lew late passages (s. Ges.-Buhl p. 539 b). In Aramaic it 

is the common word for “end”, the “absolute finish”. 

The Targumim (together with the literature of Qumran and the 

New Testament) stand at the end of the development of eschatolo¬ 

gical thought. For them the 'alprit is the sop. But in spite of the use 

of the term sop jowajja\ the genuine eschatological mood (from 

Daniel to the NT) seems to be missing in the Targumim; the eschato¬ 

logical expectation has lost much of its urgency, for we do not get the 

impression that “the end” is really very near. 

1) See Joh. Lindblom, “Gibt es cine Eschatologic bci den alttcstamcntlichcn 
Prophctcn?” (S/Th VI, 2, 1953, pp. 79-114), p. 79, and his bibliographical notes 
Me himself takes a middle course, especially in his latest work Prophecy in Ancient 

Israef Oxford 1962. pp. 360-375, where he employs the term “eschatology in 
the wider sense”. 

2) In Likhblom's article (sec note 1), p. 80 n. 3, is a reference to an article by 
A. W. Arcyi.f. in The Hibhcrt Journal 51, 1953, pp. 385 ff., who seems to have 
come to a similar conclusion, namely, that the notion eschaton is inappropriate 
when one speaks of eschatology in the Old Testament. 

:l) Even the word colaw (which comes nearest to this notion of “time”, especially 
in such expressions as mc'olarn w*ad colawy or colamim) very often only means a 

“long time”, a “life-time”, or a similar period of some length. For practical 
purposes we translate the term hWu/u with “for ever”, although it refers in each 
case only to the period in view (cf. l)t. 15, 17; 1 Sam. 1, 22; Is. 42, 14; etc.). The 
fact that to/am denotes a long, but actually limited period made it possible that 
in post-Biblical Hebrew *olam came to mean “world-period” and “world” (odcov, 
x^agoc. 

The present article docs not deal with “time” in the Bible, but rather with the 
“end” of (the) timc(s), that is, with certain limitations of time. It may not be inop¬ 
portune here to say a few words about the most recent study by James Barr, 

Biblical Words for 7»//r, 1962, as one of the words for time, xatpoc;, stands in its 
centre. One cannot come to a full understanding of “time” in the Bible without 
taking into account these various limitations which arc so often connected with 
Biblical time or times. I can find only two examples in his book (pp. 38 and 40), 
where he refers Greek xaipo; to Hebrew qesy and that only enpassant. The Greek 

expressions, especially in the NT, must be studied in close connection with their 
older equivalents in the Bible and now also with those in the Esscnic literature. 
What the author says on p. 118 is so little that it becomes irrelevant. In spite of 
some pertinent remarks which this book contains, it must be said, that the philoso¬ 
phical approach as the author demonstrates it—he calls it “theological-philoso¬ 
phical”—is insufficient, and it obscures rather than elucidates the meaning of 
xaipoq in many important passages of the NT (see, for instance, his treatment of 
1 Cor. 7, 29 on p. 43), where its content cannot be divorced from the ever-present 
eschatological thought or mood. This is not the place to review his statements 
in detail. It seems that we shall have to turn back again to some of the results 
of older Biblical studies which the author so violently criticizes. 

4) Cf. here Akkadian ina ahrat umiy which is simply “in future”; the f. pi. 
ahriat also means “future”; likewise other derivations from the root ahr refer to 
the (sometimes immediate) future; see Bk/.old, Bab,-Ass, Glossary p. 24b. The 
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note in Koehlf.r-Baumgartner, p. 33b, s.v., that the Akk. expression is an 
“eschatological term”, is incorrect; see now also the brief remarks by Ary id 
Kapeuujd in his article “Eschatology in the Book of Micah”, 1 *T XI, 1061, 
No. 4., p. 395f.—In Ugaritic texts so far no expression corresponding to the 
Hebrew and Akkadian has been found; but bahr is here also “afterwards”; 
uhryt (mt) (only occurence in 2 Aqht VI, 35) is the time after man has spent his 

present life, i.e., man’s future or fate; cp. the Hebrew expression yaharit *adam 
mentioned above. 

8) It is interesting to note that Luke, when quoting this verse in Acts 2, 17, 

renders the adverbial expression by ev reus eox*Tat5 The LXX trans¬ 
lation is literal. 

®) The word Xuoic sometimes stands for pekr; see Kosmala, Hebrder— 
Essener—Christen, p. 275, n. 13; p. 350, n.l. 

7) Th. C. Vriezen, “Prophecy and Eschatology” in VT Supplement I, 1953, 
pp. 199-229, says: “For future and end, for later and last Hebrew thought has only 
one word, 'alprit. . .” (p. 223 bottom). He does not seem to know the word 
qe$, which is the proper word for “end” in the OT, and the Book of Daniel uses 
it with reference to time. 

8) A few words should be said here about Amos 8, 2, where qes is not a distinct 
concept of time. For Amos the present time is a time of “sins” (1, 3.6.9.11.13; 
2, 1.4.6) especially with regard to Israel, so that God cannot let them go on in 
that way any longer (cf. 3, If.). In other words: “the end (qef) is coming to my 
people Israel” (8, 2; 9, 8), that is, to Israel in its present state, for “days will come” 
(9, 13), when everything will be repaired (!) (9, 11-15). J. H. Gronbaek (“Zur 
Frage der Eschatologie in dcr Verkundigung dcr Gcrichtsprophctcn”, SEA 24, 
1959, pp. 5-21) is right, when he hesitates to call this Verkiindigtmg of Amos 
eschatological (l.c., p. 11). 

°) Like James Barr; see note 3, second part. 

10) Even Barr quotes a few such cases, lx., p. 42, 
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RECENT STUDY OF THE TERM ‘SON OF MAN* 

NATHANIEL SCHMIDT 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 

THERE are certain problems connected with the term ‘son 
of man’ that have not yet been solved in such a manner as 

to set at rest all reasonable doubt. It is still possible, for 
instance, to question whether any passage in which Jesus has 
been supposed to use the phrase *12 in its ordinary generic 
sense is genuine. It is pertinent to inquire whether 6 vlo$ tou 

avQpdoTTov may not have originated in a mistranslation of NtW 22 
used in this sense in some Jewish or Jewish-Christian apo¬ 
calypse. And it is proper to consider whether the term in some 
form many not have been derived from speculations, of Jewish 
or pagan origin, concerning the second, the last, or the heavenly 

Man. But the investigations of the last thirty years have not 
been in vain. They have affected the methods of research; the 
questions involved are to-day approached in a new way. They 
have established some facts, such as these: o u/o? tov av6pu)7rov 
is a translation of 22, and 22 was not a current 
messianic title. Critical judgment is unmistakably gravitating 
toward the position that, in the gospels, the Greek term, as 
understood by the evangelists, is likely to have its earlier home 
in the eschatological series. 

If, nevertheless, there is on many points no consensus of 
opinion, this is not strange in view of the far-reaching im¬ 
plications and the increasingly rigorous demands of scientific 
exegesis. The former make caution commendable however 
attractive a theory may be; the latter enhance the difficulties 
of the task. Aside from the philological equipment, extensive 
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acquaintance with the relevant literature, and insight into the 
peculiarities of the various Semitic dialects, there are numerous 
other requirements which have been justly urged. Textual 
criticism must be allowed to adhere to its own canons. When 
primary and secondary strata of tradition are separated, the 
accretions must he accounted for. A philological observation 
may furnish a significant clue, but it must he followed through 

all the literary data, with due regard for the necessary criticism 
of sources and the main theories propounded in this field. 
Historical methods must be applied in the sifting of the material 

and the search for ascertainable facts. 
In his valuable contribution to this subject in the Symposium 

on Eschatology,1 Bacon mentions at the outset the “distinct 
relief to students accustomed to think of meekness and lowliness 
as typical traits in the personal character of Jesus in the authori¬ 
tative declaration of eminent philologians that the self-designa¬ 
tion ‘the Son of Man’ would be unintelligible in the Palestinian 
Aramaic of Jesus’ time, so that the title with all its connotation 
of superhuman authority and dignity must he ascribed to the 
period after the development of the resurrection faith.” He 
then proceeds to give his reasons for not accepting this relief, 
hut preferring a different solution; thus revealing at the same 
time the scholar’s hospitality to new points of view and his sense 
of duty to test each noteworthy hypothesis in the light of the 
facts and the apparently assured results of long continued 
i nvestigations. 

Since the discussion of the phrase by so distinguished an 
Araraaist as Dalman2 seemed to Bacon to dispose of the con¬ 

clusions I presented to this Society in 1895 s and Lietzmann 
independently reached and published in 1896/ and since Bacon’s 
theory is based throughout, with a single exception to be noted 
below, on what are designated as “Dalman’s proofs,” it is natural 
to begin this review with a reference to the character of his 
arguments. It should be stated that the w?ay was prepared for 

* JBL, XLI, 1922, 143 ff. 

3 Die Worte Jesu, 1898. 

5 ‘Was xw: nn a Messianic Title?’ JBL, XV, 1896, 36ff. 

4 Da* Mcnsclicnsohn, 1896, 124 f. 
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my conclusions and those of Lietzmann by some important hints 

of Gcnebrard, Grotius, Bolten, Ulotli, Lagarde, and Wellhausen 
and an elaborate study by Eerdmans;5 and also that they have 

been adopted and defended by Wellhausen, Marti, Pfieiderer, 
Noldeke, Merx, Haupt, and other scholars. Dalman’s arguments 
may here be briefly discussed, as they have already been 
examined very carefully by Bevan,6 "Wellhausen,7 and myself.8 
Dalman recognizes that 12 is the only Aramaic phrase that 
can have been translated o vio? rov avQpdoirov; that whereever 
it is actually found in extant Aramaic literature it has only the 
meaning ‘der Mensch,’ ‘man,’ ‘the man/ ‘quidam;’ and that it 

occurs in this sense with great frequency even in the Galilean 
dialect. But he suggests the possibility that it may not have 
been used, and not even understood, in Galilee in the first 

century A. D. He appeals to the absence of the term in Naba¬ 

taean and Palmyrene inscriptions and the late age of the Pale¬ 
stinian Talmud and the younger Targumim. Its absence in Na¬ 
bataean and Palmyrene inscriptions known to us is not strange 
when one considers how seldom ‘man’ in a generic sense would 
be likely to be used and its rare occurrence in the epigraphic 
material preserved in any language, llather is it surprising, in 
view of its limited use in Genza and Qolasta, to find it employed 
in some of the Mandaic magic formulas published by Mont¬ 
gomery.9 Piebig has shown that Simeon b. Jochai and Hoshaya 

employed it in the second century A. D. An innovation due to 
Edessene influence at so early a date is out of the question. It 
is possible that NtWN and X12J were more frequently used than 
XBtt 12; but the collective, and virtually plural, meaning of 

KtiMK was never quite lost sight of, so that NtW 12 1H is found, 
but not KtWK in. That 12 should have been used in 
Galilee in the second century, but not even understood a few 
generations earlier in the sense it has in Aramaic speech every- 

5 Tlu Tjidschrift, 1894,153 ff., 1895, 49 IT. Arnold Meyer called attention 

to tlic hints of Gcnebrard and Bolten, Jesu Muttersprache, 1896. 

6 Critical Review, IX, 1899, 144 IT. 

7 Skizzen und Yorarbeiten, VI, 1899; Die drei ersten Evangelien,1 1911. 

8 ‘Son of Man* in Enc. Bibl.} 1903; The Prophet of Nazareth, 1905. 

9 Aramaic Incantation Texts from Nippur, 1913, 117, 146, 

315 



SCHMIDT: DECENT 8TUDT OF THE TEEM ‘SON OF MAN’ 329 

where, is well nigh inconceivable. The best proof that it was 
used in this sense in Judaean Aramaic in the second century B. C. 

is Dan. 713. Bacon says: “The linguistic objection seems not 
to be sustained.” It is Dalman’s conjecture that has not been 

sustained. No student familiar with Aramaic has attempted to 
defend it, and none has indicated his approval. 

Even the one scholar who dissents from the generally accepted 
opinion that o vlos rov avOpunrov is a translation of KtW *13 does 
not express any doubt as to the use and intelligibility of this 

term in the Galileo of Jesus’ time. In an article, remarkable 
alike for its subtlety of reasoning and its acquaintance with 
patristic literature, Badham10 argues in favor of DIN *13. He 
supposes that Jesus used this term in the sense of son of Adam, 
second Adam, successor of Adam, and maintains that this suits 
all the passages in the synoptic gospels. Jesus, he thinks, had 
constantly in mind the contrast between himself and the first 

Adam. Healing, physical and spiritual, is quite in harmony with 
the character of the second Adam. So is forgiveness of sin. The 
creation of Adam was prior to the creation of the Sabbath, hence 
the Sabbath was made for Adam, and the second Adam had 
authority over it. Like the first he is a sower, but of the good seed. 
He restores the beauty and joy of paradise. Inasmuch as he is man, 
he may be blasphemed, but not the Holy Spirit. Homelessness 
is the lot of the successor of Adam. The second Adam has come 
to be a savior. He must suffer and die to expiate the guilt of 
the first Adam; and he will win the victory, come on the clouds 
of heaven, and restore paradise. It is in the regeneration, i. e., 
the new birth of the world, that the second Adam will sit on 

the throne of his glory. This is in harmony with the predictions 

of suffering and death, because the final bringing to nought of 
evil, the destruction of the enemy, is at the same time the rescue 
of the oppressed. As evidence of the correctness of this inter¬ 
pretation Badham then introduces a wealth of proof-texts from 
the early fathers of the church, showing that they found in the 
phrase precisely this allusion to the second Adam in contrast 
with the first. 

10 Th. Tijdschrift, 1911, 395ff. 
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It is evident, however, that 6 wo? rov avQpuirov presupposes 

a term containing the article. The poetic expression DIN p 

rendered DIN 33 in the Targums which followed the Hebrew, 
is translated into Greek wo? avtipwirov, but never o wo? too 

avQp&irov, though the plural D3N/3 \33 is rendered ol viol rwv 
(xvQpcoTTcov and in Ecclus. even ol viol rov avQpunrov. On the other 
hand, the synoptic gospels never use wo? avOpdoirov, but always 

6 wo? rov avdpcoirov. Other forms like NfcWNT m3, N33^3 m3, 
and NKM 333 H33 are not found in Jewish writings, but are of 
Christian origin, being attempts to render the Greek phrase. 
The only Aramaic term that could have occasioned the unidiom- 
atic o wo? to? avdpw-ov is NtiM 33. Badham’s contention is 
not strengthened by his interpretation of the gospel passages. 
Even on the assumption that Jesus regarded himself as the 
second Adam it must be admitted that the exegesis is often 
strained and unnatural. But the assumption is extremely diffi¬ 

cult. It involves ascribing to him an order of ideas to which he 
nowhere gives expression in simple and unambiguous language 
and which seems as much in contrast with his own thought as it 
is in harmony with later conceptions. Badhams’s ingenious 
endeavor to substitute another Aramaic phrase is no more con¬ 
vincing than Dalman’s effort to prove the necessity for another 
than the ordinary meaning of NBO 33. 

Although this term is nowhere found in extant Aramaic 
literature in any other sense, it has been thought possible that 
it occurred with a different meaning in the original text of 
the Parables of Enoch. In 1908,11 I set forth my reasons for 
believing that this work was written in Aramaic, and that 

mm 33 occurred in its earliest form, but only in the ordinary 
sense. This admirably suits the passages in c. 46: *1 saw one 
like a man;’ ‘I asked in regard to that man;’ ‘he answered: 
this is the man who has righteousness‘this man whom thou 
hast seen will arouse the kings;’ and also 48 2 ‘in that hour 
that man was called by the Lord of Spirits.’ But it involves 
the assumption that already the Aramaic text in subsequent 

11 * The Original Language of the Parables of Enoch, ’ in Old Testa¬ 

ment and Semitic Studies in Memory of W. R. Harper, 1908, 329 ff. 
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sections was tampered with by Christian copyists who intro¬ 

duced the terms 81331 113 and 8t£>3 131 113, and probably,' 

though perhaps not necessarily, the further assumption that 

the Ethiopic text was translated directly from the Aramaic, 

for which the utter absence of any sign of acquaintance with 

this particular work in patristic literature was cited. Five 

years later Charles published an extensive critique of ray 

position, upholding his former view that the original language 

was Hebrew, the term used D18/1 ]3, and the translation in 

the supposed Greek version everywhere o vlos rov avOpwirov. 
In a study of the Apocalypse of Noah and the Parables of 

Enoch contributed to the forthcoming Haupt Memorial Volume, 

I have examined in detail the arguments of Charles, showing 

that none of the passages quoted presuppose a Hebrew rather 

than an Aramaic original, that the only text in patristic 

literature (Tertullian, De cultu feminanm, 1, 3) cited to prove 

acquaintance with the work rather proves the opposite, and 

that Christian retouching is obvious in the translation and 

probable in the original. It may be added that D18 )3 (not ]3 
□181) in j. Taanith 65 b has been very satisfactorily explained 

by Dalman (l. c., 202 f.), and that Badham also has pointedly 

asked “why Justin should not have confuted his Jewish 

opponent with the ‘son of man’ passages if he had known 

them,” and made some judicious remarks on the subject of 

Christian coloring (l. c.; 444 f.). 

In 4 Ezra 13 iff., quasi similitudinem hominis and Me homo 
are also likely to go back to tSUK 13 m»13 and 8IM 13 1/1. 

"Wellhausen, -who at first was inclined to think of a Hebrew 

original (Slcizzen und Vorarbciten, VI, 1899, 241), later reached 

the conclusion: “Das Original war also jiidisch-aramaisch, wie 

das des Enoch.” {Die drei ersten Evangelien2, 1911, 124f.). 

This continues to be my conviction even after the arguments 

of Box (in Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the 
0. T., 1913). The Syriac version has 8tW 13 and 8t^3 13 1/1, 
and the Ethiopic be’esi, which may indicate a Greek 6 avQpu)- 
7ro9. Here, as in En., ‘that man’ is not a title. It is natural 

to suppose an influence of Dan. 7 13. But the man-like being 

in En. is not identical with that in Dan., nor is the one in 
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4 Ezra identical ^\ith that in Eth. En. In his excellent outline 

of the growth of the messianic idea, Moore rightly observes: 

“The ‘Son of Man1 (in Eth. En.) is not the Messiah pre¬ 

existent in heaven as it is the fashion to say—if that had 

been the author’s meaning the visions would have read differ¬ 

ently.”12 In 4 Ezra 13 l, the one like a man may refer to the 

Messiah. 

The term 6 vlo? rov au6pco7rov is found in all strata of the 

gospels, the earlier as well as the later ones. In classifying 

the 69 occurrences in the synoptics, obvious duplicates and 

passages obelised by critical editors must of course be elimin¬ 

ated. Badham places the distinct sayings in two groups, in¬ 

cluding in the first group those found in all and also those in 

Mt. alone, Mt. and Mk., and Mk. and Lk.; and in the second 

those found in Mt. and Lk., but also those in Lk. alone. 

Jackson and Lake13 divide them into four groups: 1. those in 

Q, including Mt. 19 28, though the phrase is not found in the 

parallel Lk. 22 30, and leaving out Mt. 24 39 = Lk. 17 30; 

2. those in Mk., including not only those in all but also those 

in Mt. and Mk., and Mk. and Lk.; 3. those in Mt. alone, 

leaving out Mt. 26 24 b; and 4. those in Lk. alone. A better 

method would seem to be the one I adopted, dividing them 

into six groups: 1. those in all (8); 2. in Mt. and Mk. (5); 

3. in Mt. and Lk. (8); 4. in Mk. and Lk. (1); 5. in Mt. alone 

(9); and 6. in Lk. alone (8). This has been recognized by 

Bacon, who follows my tabulation. Jackson and Lake do not 

enter into an examination in detail of the later strata, but pay 

special attention to Q and Mk.; “for where these agree, if 

anywhere, trustworthy information is given.” Now in Q there 

are four passages referring to the Parousia, and these are 

supported by three additional ones in Mk. On the other hand, 

there are no passages in Q referring to the Passion. Hence 

they infer that the references to the Parousia are earlier than 

those to the Passion and more likely to be genuine, as “they 

'2 In Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity, 

1922, 346-362. 

13 The Beginnings of Christianity, 1922. 
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are wholly intelligible in the light of contemporary Jewish 
thought.” In them Jesus is understood as speaking objectively 
concerning the Son of Man, without identifying himself with 

this personage. There are also two passages in Mk. (2 10, 28) 
where the phrase is a translation of "D in its generic 
sense; and one in Q (Mt. 12 31 = Lk. 12 10) where the same is 
probable, as Mk. 3 28 has ‘the sons of men.’ 

The most important part of the study of these scholars is 
no doubt the careful reasoning by which they have convinced 
themselves that the Marcan passages concerning the Passion 
are late and unauthentic. It is a methodical error to accept 
both the conclusion that Jesus used, and was understood to 
mean, HtW *Q in its ordinary generic sense and the supposition 

that it carried a different meaning based on Dalman’s con¬ 
jecture that it was not yet employed and understood in Galilee 
at the time of Jesus in its generic sense. If the latter were 
true, the former would be impossible; if the former is true, 
there is no room for the latter. This applies whether Jesus 
spoke of himself or concerning some one or some thing else. 
The idea that he referred, not to himself, but objectively 
either to his ideal (Briicker, JFTh 1886) or to the Coming 
One (J. Weiss, Predigt Jesu, 1892), which has been taken up 
by Harnack, Heitmilller, Jackson and Lake, Bacon and others, 

can bring no real relief to those who cling to the thought of a 
messianic secret cherished by Jesus, if it is admitted that he 
used the term in its ordinary generic sense, and when it is 
realized that no evidence lias yet been discovered of its 
employment as a title of the Messiah or of a heavenly being 
capable of identification with him. It is worth considering also 
that an unmistakable allusion to the celestial being in Dan. 
would suggest to his disciples precisely those features of the 
current messianic ideal, victory and rule over the gentiles, 
which it is supposed that Jesus wished to remove from their 

conception of his Messiahship. 
Bacon examines in detail the passages in each of the six 

groups with the result that those in Mt. alone represent 
changes or expansions made by the evangelist, those in Lk. 
alone schematic or stylistic improvements, and that in Mk. 
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and Lk. is not authentic. Of the eight in Q, four, in the 

eschatological discourse, refer objectively to the Coming One, 

Jesus intending no identification of himself with this Son of 

Man; three are suspicious (Mt. 8 20, a proverbial saying, 11 19, 

unhistorical, 12 40, a misunderstanding); and 12 32 probably 

shows the generic use of ID. Of those in Mk. seven are 

regarded as authentic references to the Betrayal and Passion, 

three objective references to the Coming One, and the rest 

suspicious, including 2 10, the power to forgive sins, 2 28, 

authority over the Sabbath, 9 9, transfiguration not to be told 

until after the resurrection, and 10 45, even the Son of Man 

came not to be ministered unto. It is not unimportant that 

so large a number of passages are rejected as due to the 

evangelists. These were so regarded by many scholars before 

the last phase of the discussion; and in spite of the reaction 

against the view based on Aramaic usage it is recognized that 

the authenticity of about two thirds of the sayings containing 

the phrase is subject to doubt. While upholding the priority 

of Q, Bacon attempts, against Jackson and Lake, to render 

probable the genuineness of the references to the Passion. It 

is to be noticed also that, though he frankly bases his structure 

on ‘Dalman’s proofs,’ he nevertheless in one passage resorts 

to the idea of a NtSM ID in the generic sense, which, if Dalman 

had proved anything, would be impossible. Nor can he quite 

follow this scholar in his conjecture that the heavenly being 

that comes on the clouds in Dan. 7 13 “might be one who 

should have passed through suffering and death, and is, in any 

case, by his very nature no mighty one, no conqueror, no 

destroyer, but merely a mortal (Menschenkind) whom God has 

taken under his protection, and for whom he destines great 

things,” though Bacon thinks of him as a “Suppliant before 

the throne of God.” Of all this there is certainly no hint in 

the text itself. Bacon also makes the concession to Jackson 

and Lake that “in Mk. no parallel is attempted between 

Jesus’ career and the work and fate of the Isaian ‘Servant of 

Yahwe.’” This weakens the force of his objection to the view 

of these scholars that it was the actual suffering and death of 

Jesus that caused the prediction to be put on his lips and 
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transferred the title from the eschatological to the passion 
series. In Bacon’s opinion, Jesus finally identified himself with 
Daniel’s Son of Man and was condemned to death because he 
declared himself to be the Messiah and predicted that the 

Sanhedrin would see him sitting on the right hand of power, 
and coming in the clouds of heaven (Mk. 14 62), which was 

regarded as blasphemy. In his remarkable book 'HX in 
(1922), Klausner also sets forth the view that, in proclaiming 
himself as the Messiah, Jesus defined his Messiahship by refer¬ 
ring to Daniel’s Son of Man. Klausner holds that from the 
beginning of his ministry Jesus thought of himself, not only 
as a prophet like Ezekiel, but also as a superhuman being, 
closely related to the deity, like Daniel’s Son of Man. The 
blasphemy consisted in his conception of himself as a Messiah, 
raised above humanity, and associated with the deity in a 
manner incompatible with strict monotheism. But what was 
said in the council chamber is not known; even the Christian 
witnesses disagree; and none of the disciples was present. 

Eduard Meyer14 does not question that o vlo? rod avOpiirov 

is a translation of XtJM Hi.16 He recognizes that the term 
has its origin, so far as the gospels are concerned, in the 
eschatological series.18 He does not ascribe the Synoptic 
Apocalypse (Mk. 13 and parallels) to Jesus: “es ist ganz lclar, 
daB diese ganze Yerkundigung mit dem historischen Jesus 
nichts zu tun hat, sondern ein Erzeugnis der ersten Genera¬ 
tion der Ohristengemeindc ist, deren Schicksale vorausgesagt 
werden,” perhaps so late as 62 A. D.17 Whether Jesus spoke 
of ‘the Son of Man’ before the High Priest “bleibt minde- 

stens fraglich,” since this feature of the confession “tragt die 
spezifischen Ziige der erst nach seinem Tode ausgebildeten 
christlichen Lehre.”18 Concerning the prediction of the passion 
he says: “unmoglich ist es, dab Jesus sein Schicksal mit allem 
Detail vorausgesagt babe, so selbstverstandlich es auch nachher 

14 TJrsprung und Anftinge des Christcnturns, I, 1921; II, 1922. 
is l c., I, 104. 

15 l c.y I, 337. 

17 l <?., I, 129 f. 

is L c., I, 194. 
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(ler Christengemeinde erscheinen mufite. Dab ihm dasselbe 
Scliicksal bevorstehe, wie so vielen Propheten, mocbte er 
ahnen und aussprechen, die Einzelgestaltung konnte niemand 
im voraus wissen.”19 Consequently, he has no confidence in 
the genuineness of the bulk of passages in which the term 
occurs. There remain then the passages in which it has been 

suggested that Jesus originally used *13 in the sense it 
invariably has in extant Aramaic literature. Here he finds it 
‘unbegreiflich’ that scholars familiar with Aramaic should have 
thought it possible that Jesus actually said: “man *13) 
has authority to forgive sins” or “man (Ntyj *13) is lord of 
the Sabbath.” Even if it were true that “damit wird eine 
philosophische Auffassung hineingetragen, die der Welt des 
Judentums wie des Christentums vollig fremd ist und ihren 
Begriff der Siinde und der Siindenvergebung geradezu auf- 
hebt,” such flashes of rare insight, which need not be connected 
with any specifically modern philosophical reasoning, are often 
characteristic of religious genius. How difficult it would be 
to conceive of some ideas and sentiments that seem to us un¬ 
mistakably expressed in the Book of Job as appearing in any 
period of early Jewish history, were the probability of the age 
we assign to this work and the accuracy of our modern inter¬ 
pretation to be measured by the generally prevailing views in 
Judaism and Christianity! As to the second saying, it is 
interesting to observe the different judgment of a man like 
Adalbert Merx:20 “Der Grund fiir die Tilgung der Worte in 
D: ‘der Sabbath ist um des Menschen willen gemacht’ mit 
der daran gehiingten Konsequenz, dali der Mensch Herr ist 

fiber den Sabbath, — denn das ist der wahre Sinn, und nicht 
etwa der Menschensohn, das bedarf keines Beweises, sondern 
ist selbstverstandlich, — liegt auf flacher Hand. Mit einem 
solchen Prinzip lieb sich ein hierurgischer Kultus weder bei 
Juden noch bei Christen aufrecht erhalten. Er war damit 
unter die Beurteilung des menschlichen Bewufitseins gestellt, 

19 l c, I, 117. 
20 jDie Evangelien des Markus und Lul:as} 1905, 37; cp. also Das 

Evangclium Matthaeus, 1902, 205. 
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das der priesterlichen Anforderung gegeniiber frei wurdc. 
Solche und ahnliche Prinzipien konnten in der Kirehe nicht 

geduldet. werden, sie meistert ihren Meister, indem sie ihn, 

und nicht etwa den Menschen ffir den Herrn des Sabbaths er- 
klart. ” What is significant in the discussion of this subject by 
the great Berlin historian is, not his endeavor on the slender 
basis of a few passages, capable of and fairly demanding a 
different interpretation, still to maintain the increasingly difficult 

position of a cryptic Messiahship, involving the occasional, 
though rare, use by Jesus of the generic term for ‘man,’ in an 
esoteric sense, partly to reveal, partly to conceal his somewhat 
modified Messianic claims, but rather his clear recognition of 

both the eschatological discourse and the predictions of death 
and resurrection as products of the Christology of the early 

church. 
Mention should also be made of the ingenious attempt by 

Bruno "Violet21 to create a new 'son of man’ passage. In 
Mk. 1114 Jesus says to the figtree: /tijKen eis rov amva ex <rov 

ftySels Kapirov (payoi. This would imply that he cursed the 

tree. So it was understood by the scribe who added to the 
account in Mt. 21 isff. the closing words of 19 and 20, not 
found in Mk. Yiolet suggests that the Syriac rendering in 
Pe§. need not mean: ‘no man shall eat,’ but may mean: ‘no 
man will eat,’ and further that in Galilean Aramaic NtW *13 
may have been used, 13 having later dropped out. Taking 

33 to be Jesus’ designation of himself, he then derives 
this saying: “The Son of Man will never again eat fruits from 
thee.” It is a prediction concerning himself, not a curse of 

the tree. Jesus is conscious that he is going to his death, and 
will never again enjoy the fruits of this tree. It is true that 
the Impf. may mean ‘no man will eat.’ Merx92 had already 
pointed out this possibility, and asked the question whether 

the story may not be “ eine miBverstandene und zur Geschichte 
umbildete urspriingliche Parabel.” A simpler explanation is 

** In Forsehungen sur Religion und Literatur des Atten und Neuen 
Testaments, N. F., XIX, 2. 

33 Die Evangclien des Marines und Lukas, 1905, 133. 
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possible. Jesus is hungry, sees a figtree in the distance, finds 
on approaching more closely that it is withered, and remarks: 

‘no man will ever eat fruits from thee/ reflecting perhaps, 

without formulating a parable, on the hopeless condition of his 
people. This obiter dictum, afterwards remembered, may easily 

have been misunderstood and given rise to the idea of a curse 
and a selfish, unnecessary and senseless miracle. Whether the 
original had tWN, tiMN DD, or ID, the meaning would be 
the same. But KtiM ID is less likely after the negative, and 
had it been in the text, it would no doubt have been rendered 
6 V109 rov civQp&irov and caused no more trouble to a number 
of exegetes than in Mk. 2 8 or 2 10. 

To most scholars the question whether the references to the 

parousia are more genuine than those to the passion seems to 
reduce itself to one of the relative age of Q and Mk. If Q is 
older, there would be a presumption in favor of the former. 
But the problem may not be so simple. Wellhausen argues 
for the priority of Mk.; and though Harnack, Heitmiiller, 

Jiilicher (at least so far as Q1 is concerned), Jackson and 
Lake, Bacon and others stress the priority of Q, there is 
much disagreement among them. One may, indeed, strongly 
maintain the priority of Mk. to our present Mt. and Lk. and 
also the posteriority of Mk. to an earlier source or several 
such sources without being in sympathy with this or that 
theory as regards the degree of Mk.’s originality and the 
nature of the earlier source or sources. It is thought by many 
scholars that the non-Marcan material found in both Mt. and 
Lk. may have been derived from a common source, and it has 

become customary to designate it *as Q. There can be no 
objection to such a siglum to indicate this well defined and 
available material, if it is deemed desirable. But it should 
be borne in mind that the existence of Q as a separate 
Greek document is a modern assumption, based on no early 
ecclesiastical tradition, and not hinted at either in Mt. or Lk. 
It is a supposititious document invented to account for certain 
striking similarities between Mt. and Lk. in these sections and 
for certain equally striking dissimilarities which appeared to 
preclude derivation of one from the other, particularly if the 

325 



SCHMIDT: RECENT STUDY OF THE TERM ‘SON OF MAN’ 339 

latter was regarded as coming from an immediate disciple of 
Jesus. That such a document ever existed can neither be 

proved nor disproved. Books have been recovered which had 
apparently left no trace behind them and were unknown even 

by name; of others only the name has survived; and with 
many we are acquainted only through obviously very imperfect 
translations or later versions from these. Nevertheless, such 
an assumption need not be resorted to, if the facts can equally 
well be accounted for without it. Is it not conceivable that 
our present Mt. and Lk. stood in very much the same relation 
to an earlier form of Mt. as they are assumed to have held to 
Q? In spite of marked divergencies, the essential identity and, 
in the main, sequence of sections speak for a common source, 
the differences being explained as due to the vicissitudes of 
copying, expansion and contraction, recasting and editorial 
activity, personal and regional idiosyncrasies of thought, and 
stylistic preferences. Why should it be considered improbable 
that the common source was an earlier form of Mt., used with 
the same freedom both by the later expander and editor of 
Mt. and by Lk. as is assumed in the case of Q? Harnack23 
has shown that almost invariably the more original form is 
found in Mt. In the presence of a freely flowing and highly 
prized oral tradition attaching itself to more than one of the 
apostles, it is by no means necessary to suppose that one 
collection, even if ascribed to Matthew, was at all times mafi- 
gebend. 

When Q is defined as the non-Marcan material common to Mt. 
and Lk., it should of course be distinguished, not only from Mk., 

but also from the oldest source, and it should not be pieced out 

with passages found only in Mt. or only in Lk. Upon this Bacon 
very justly insists. “The oldest source is not Q,” he says. It 
contained, in his opinion, much beside Q, and Mk. may have used 
it. That Mk. used this source is indeed highly probable. That he 
was acquainted with Q is at least incapable of proof, since the Q 
material is non-Marcan. It is indeed subject to grave doubts. 
Why should he have so consistently left out all of these 

13 Spriiche und Reden Jesu, 1907. 
23 
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statements? The same applies, with equal force, to the 
assumption that Q was an integral part of the oldest source. 
What motive can Mk. have had in discarding or passing by in 
silence everything found in Q? The more one reflects upon 
this strange procedure, the more plausible it becomes that Mk. 
did not find the bulk of the Q material in the oldest source. 
The evidence that he knew and used this earlier source must 

be looked for chiefly elsewhere. If Mk. is earlier than Q, as 
Wellhausen thinks, it does not follow that there was not a 

source earlier than Mk. Mk.’s right to be called the first 
narrator of the life of Jesus actually known to us need not 
be questioned, since even if the oldest source had certain 
headings, introductions, aiid incidental accounts such as we 
possess in ‘The Words of Amos’ and ‘The Words of Jere¬ 
miah’ (0), its substance was no doubt a collection of sayings 
rather than an attempt at a biography. Nor need it be 
doubted that Mk. furnished the general framework for the 
later form of Mt. and for Lk. The freedom of Mk.’s gospel 

from many late elements in the other synoptics is obvious. 
But the problem of the relative age of Mk. and certain strata 
in Mt. and Lk. is only confused by the stress laid on manifest 
accretions, from the infancy stories to the textually doubtful 
baptismal formula. The right method would seem to be to 
start with what Mk. has in common with Mt. and Lk. Here 
such questions as these legitimately arise: Was Mk.’s inform¬ 
ation derived from a distinct source, so that there was a 
double tradition, such as Harnack supposes in the case of Mk. 
and Q? Or does the material in Mt. and Lk. come from Mk.? 
Or did Mk. use a source also underlying Mt. and Lk.? A 
priori it would be possible to think of two independent strands 
of tradition, a Petrine and a Matthaean. But it is extremely 
difficult to conceive of these as running so closely parallel with 
each other, both in contents and arrangement. A comparison 
tends to indicate that the more primitive form of a saying is 
often found in Mt. or Lk. This has been shown by many 
scholars, notably by Merx,24 and has again been pointed out 

2* Die vier Icanonischen Evangelien, I, 1902; II, 1905 \ passim. 
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by those who maintain a pre-Marcan source. The impression 
has been strengthened by Wellhausen’s searching analysis of 
Mk. and by Bacon’s important observations on the advanced 
position of ML on so vital a point as his Christology. It 
remains most probable that ML used an earlier source which 
to some extent has been preserved in Mt. (and Lk.). This, of 
course, does not preclude the possibility that many passages 
now found in all the three gospels were subsequent additions 
in Mk. which found their way into Mt. and Lk.; or that later 
additions in Mt. also were incorporated in ML and Lk. 

The eschatological discourse (Mt. 24, Mk. 13, Lk. 24) may 
very well be such a later addition, passing from gospel to 
gospel. Colani (1864) suggested that it is ‘a veritable apoca¬ 
lypse,’ and Wellhausen (1893) that it came from an originally 
Jewish apocalypse written just before the fall of Jerusalem. 
In this apocalypse reference is made (Mk. 13 26 and parallels) 
objectively to ‘the Son of Man.’ "VVellhausen says: “Nun 
steht freilich der Vers Me. 13 26 in einer im Grunde jiidischen 
Apokalypse, zeigt jedoch den Ausgangspunkt der an Jesus als 
Menschensohn geknupfton christlichen Parusiehoffnung, ”25 i. e., 

not the starting point for the hope among the early Christians 
of the return of Jesus, but for the ascription of this hope to 
him. It may be added that here also, and not in Q, is likely 
to be the starting point of the use of o vios rov avQpunrov as 
a title and a supposed self-designation. Unfortunately, we do 
not know how this ‘Son of Man’ was first introduced in the 
original apocalypse, whether Jewish or Christian. The first 
reference may have been similar to that in Dan., Eth. En. and 
4 Ezra; or it may, in the original, as Haupt26 suggests, have 
had the meaning ‘Some One,’ the one you know. When this 
apocalypse was put upon the lips of Jesus, it was evident to 
all readers that he used it concerning himself; and when the 
Greek title had once been established as a self-designation, it 
could then pass to the predictions of his death ascribed to 
him, and give a new significance to the phrase already used 

15 Die drei ersten Evangelien1, 1905, 188. 
88 The Moniat, 1919, Iff. 

23* 
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as a rendering of 0,12} *12 in possibly genuine utterances of 

Jesus. Wcllhausen’s dictum: “Sicher ist, dab, wenn Jesus seine 
Jiinger nicbt zum voraus iiber seinen Tod und Auferstehung 

belehrt hat, so erst recht nicbt iiber seine Parusie”27 is no 
doubt correct historically, but does not show the order in 
which this phrase came to be used as a self-designation. A 
further indication of the date when this insertion would be 

possible may be found in the passage so similar in its tenor 
preceding it in Mt. (23 34-38) and split up in Lk. (11 49-51; 

13 34-35). with its allusion to the murder of Zechariah b. 
Berechiah (Josephus, Bell, jud., IV, 5, 4), if it once formed a 

part of the same work. Wellhausen has convincingly shown 

that no other Zechariah can be meant, and has set in its right 
light the late legend referred to by Moore (JAOS, 1906, 
317ff.).2s That ‘The Wisdom of God’ is the title of a book 

was hinted at by Paulus, van Hengel, Ewald, Bleek, Hilgen- 
feld, and Gfrorer; that the whole passage belonged to it was 
made probable by Straub (ZWTh, 1863, S4ff.). But the view 

that the apocalypse comes from this book, however plausible, 
cannot be proved. 

Burton29 distinguishes between four major sources: 1. Mk.; 
2. the original Mt. (M); 3. a Galilean source (G); and 4. a 
Pcrean document (P), found in Lk. 9 57-18 14; 19 1-28. In 

these sources he gives place to 14 ‘son of man’ passages in 
Mlc., 6 in M (Mt. 10 23; 13 37, 41; 19 28; 24 30a; 25 31), 2 in 
G' (Lk. 6 22; 7 34), and 11 in P (Lk. 9 58; 12 8, 10 a, 40; 11 30; 

17 22, 24, 26, 30; 18 8; 19 10). It is interesting to observe that 
this eminent New Testament scholar regards 250 verses found 
only in Mt. as coming from the logia referred to by Papias 

so that “the present gospel naturally took the name of that 
old document which it alone, of our present gospels at least, 
reproduced and of which it might almost be considered only 
an enlarged edition.”30 It is also worthy of note that Burton 
rejects the hypothesis of Q, and that his G contains only two 

l. c.\ 1911, 96. 
29 l.c. 2, 1911, 118 ff. 
29 Principles of Literary Criticism and the Synoptic Problem, 1904. 
so ib., 41. 
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passages referring to the ‘son of man,’ viz. Lk. 6 22 ‘for the 
son of man’s sake,’ and 7 34 ‘the son of man is come eating 

and drinking,’ which are both subject to serious doubt. The 

return to the earliest ecclesiastical tradition seems to be a step 
in the direction of historic probability, while the abandonment 
of the theory that the non-Marcan material common to Mt. 
and Lk. constitutes a distinct document for the assumption of 
an equally supposititious source Gr has the disadvantage that 
its limits must be determined solely by subjective judgment, 
with the same absence of external testimony. He has been 
followed in the main by Sharman31 and Wickes32. Sharman, 
however, either rejects altogether or seriously questions every 

one of the ‘son of man’ passages ascribed by Burton to M.33 
Wickes makes a distinction in Burton’s P between the material 

common to Mt. and Lk. and the material not used in Mt. In 
the part of P regarded by him as Judaean he finds only one 
‘son of man’ passage (19 10). This is loosely attached to 
what precedes and its character is such that it has long been 
questioned. None of these scholars seems to have made a 
special study of the ‘son of man’ question, or at least taken 
note of the discussion in their publications. Yet there is an 
unmistakable tendency on the part of students accepting this 
new approach to the synoptic problem to eliminate the title 

entirely from M, Gr, and the Judaean source in P. 
"What the earliest source contained can only be a matter of 

inference and conjecture. Some passages in the so called Q 
may have had a place in it, though overlooked or intentionally 
left out by Mk.; some preserved in all three gospels may have 
formed part of it, others not; some only found in Mt. or Lk. 

may have been in it. It is by no means improbable that 
among the sources used by Lk. there was a document not 
known to either the original Mt. or Mk., and it is possible 
that it had some such limits as Wickes has conjectured for 
his second group. In that case Lk. may have dealt with that 

31 The Teaching of Jesus about the Future according to the Synoptic 
Gospels, 1909. 

32 The Sources of Luke's Pcrean Sectiony 1913. 
33 /. c. 

330 



344 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE 

source as freely as lie apparently did with the earlier form of 
Mt. and with Mk. It may also be that he derived this material 

irom oral tradition on which, like Papias later, he confessedly 

leaned to some extent. As to its age and reliability, whether 
it came to him in one way or the other, we are obviously 
confined to subjective considerations. So far from being able 
to say that because a reported saying had a place in the 
earliest source it is presumably genuine, we can only conclude 

that because of its intrinsic probability it may have belonged 

to it, though we cannot be confident even of that. No light is 
thrown on its contents by the tradition referred to by Papias. 
If, as he avers,34 Matthew wrote the words of the Lord in the 
Hebrew dialect, i. e.} in Aramaic, he obviously knew nothing 
with certainty concerning this document. Should it ever be 
discovered, it would no doubt contain many surprises, and 
perhaps raise more questions than it would settle. Even if its 
authenticity could be proved, it would still be doubtful whether 
it was the first draft or a late copy, and whether the sayings 
reported in it were genuine; and behind it would lie oral 
tradition with its unavoidable changes. 

Even the passages in which Jesus has been supposed to use 
the term *12 in a generic sense furnish a problem. It 
was natural that Bruno Bauer, Volkmar, Jacobsen, Martineau, 
Oort, van Manen, Baljou, and Brandt should regard the 

Greek term as everywhere a creation of the evangelists. But 
PattonS5 has recently taken up the same position, and Bacon 
has independently arrived at very nearly the same conclusion 
so far as this group is concerned. In regard to Mt. 8 20 and 

1119 I quite agree to-day with Bacon. He has called attention 
also to the absence of Mk. 2 27 in D and the minuscules that 
go with it. This is important, as D is often relatively free 
from interpolations. It should be added that 2 27 a is lacking 
in the Sinaitic Syriac; it is also absent in Mt. and Lk. This 
weakens the case for 2 28. On the other hand, if 2 27 is an 
interpolation, the man who wrote it would seem necessarily to 

34 In Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., HI, 39. 
35 American Journal of Religion, Sept. 1922. 
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have understood the Greek term as a rendering of SI50 *Q in 
its generic sense; and the wcrre follows more naturally after 
2 27, which may have been passed over by D and abbreviated 
in Sin. Syr. Patton emphasizes the anacoluthon in 2 loff. 
Gen. 3 22-23 has been appealed to as a similar instance; but 
there we should probably read for innVt^l. ‘He 
says to the sick of the palsy’ looks like a remark by the 
evangelist; and in Lk. the people praise God who has given 
such power to men. In Mt. 12 32 Patton takes umbrage at 
the distinctively Christian use of the term The Holy Ghost. 
But the holy spirit is not distinctively Christian, and Bacon’s 
exegesis removes the difficulty. The three passages, Mt. 9 6, 
12 8, 32 and parallels, seem to be genuine. They have been 
interpreted, with rare insight, by Francis A. Henry.36 The 
literal unidiomatic translation, reminding of ol viol rov avQp&irov 

in Ecclus. may still for some time have conveyed to those who 
understood Aramaic its original meaning. 

Is it possible that the spread of the title from the apocalyptic 
series to the other groups was facilitated or at least that the 
common understanding of it in patristic literature can be ex¬ 
plained by the Pauline ‘second man,’ ‘last man,’ ‘man from 
heaven’ or the Gnostic v/09 avOpdirov? Moore87 has shown 
that there is no evidence of any kind that such terms as ‘the 
last, the second, the coming Adam’ were current among Jewish 
scholars in Palestine as a designation of the Messiah, or ever 
generally current. The source where Christian scholars have 
found it, Neve Shalom, comes from the end of the 15 th century. 
But the Pauline terms do not give the impression of being 
innovations by him. It may even be suggested that in 
1 Cor. 15 45 a written source is quoted: “And so it is written, 
the first man Adam was made a living soul; the last man a 
quickening spirit.” Jackson and Lake think that Paul may 
have disliked the unidiomatic Greek term and translated 
8150, 6 avOpooTToe, That is improbable. The Gnostic material 
has been conveniently placed before us by Badbam.88 The 

36 Jems and the Christian Religion 2, 1923, 51 ff. 
37 JBL, XVI, 1897, 158. 
39 l c., 420 ff. 
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Naasenes, or Opiates, who were a pre-Christian sect, accord¬ 
ing to Hippolytus “ honored as the beginning of all things 
avdpw7ro9, ‘Man,’ and 11109 av6pco7rov9 a ‘Son of Man’”; this 

man is bisexual and is called by them Adam. Irenaeus describes 
the Ophites as designating the Father of All the first man; 
and his Idea, ewoia, proceeding from him they style Son of 

Man, the Second Man. Badham questions my inference that 
both of these terms were used in pre-Christian times, and 
suggests that the latter was introduced after contact with 
Christianity. It should be remembered, however, that the 
necessity for introducing another vlbs avQpddTrov, son of Yalda- 
baoth and Achamoth, distinct from the heavenly vlos av6poo7rou 

would not have existed, if there had not been such a prototype 
in heaven. “Do not lie, Yaldabaotli,” says Achamoth; “the 
Father of All, the first aidpcoirog is above thee, and so is 
avdpcoTTos, u/09 avQpdirovIf there were a Christian contamin¬ 
ation, one would expect the article. The two men in the 
Samothracian mysteries to which the Ophites referred are 
clearly pre-Christian. When generation is so strongly empha¬ 
sized, sonship is a natural phrase. The conception of the 
supreme principle as man may be of mythical or philosophical 
origin. Reflection on his own nature and meditation on the 
divine may lead to the idea that what man is in his essence 
that God is also, and the reverse, hence to consubstantiality, 
ojuLoovcria, of God and man. This actually took place in India; 
and it is, therefore, significant that the supreme being, the 
first principle of the universe, should in the Yedas be called 
pitrusha, ‘man,’30 and the derived being both pitrusha and 

39 Rig Veda, X, 90 (916). Grassmann (Rig Veda, II, 1877, 486 f.) 
regards this hymn as among the latest insertions in the Rig Veda, 
and relegates it to the Anhang. He cite9 as reasons the apparent 
references to the Rig-, Sama- and Yajur Vedas and acquaintance with 
the beginning of the Atharva Veda, the names of the four castes, 
and the language and character which seem to point to the period 
of the latest parts of the Atharva Veda. Oldenberg (Die Religion 
des Veda, 1894, 277) recognizes in this hymn describing ‘die Entstehung 
der Menschheit aus deni Leibe des groflen tausendfufiigen Urmensch 
(pnrusha)' ‘cine pricstcrlicherweise schnorkelhaft ausgesponnene, aber 
moglicherweise uralte Vorstellung.’ Obviously purusha — man is a 
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narayana, ‘son of man.’40 Here is either can analogy to Gnostic 
usage, or a borrowing. Chaldaeanism was a syncretistic religion 

whose elements were not all from ancient Babylonia. Like so 
many ideas, e. g. metempsychosis and atavar, this one may 
have passed from one end of the world touched by Hellenism 
to the other. A part of India as well as Phrygia and Babyl¬ 
onia belonged to the Seleucid Empire. But in Babylonian 
mythology there is also likely to have been a figure spoken of 
by preference as ‘the man.’ Gods became men; men became 
gods. Kristensen41 thinks the phrase goes back to the Adapa 
myth. Following Zimmern’s suggestion that Adapa = Adam, 

and that of Jeremias, Zimmern and Winckler that Adapa’s 

designation as zer ameluti = NtPJ 13, he discusses 1) the 
parallel between Adapa and Adam, 2) the general conception 
of man in antiquity as one who by virtue of his nature from 
the beginning has insight into the mysteries of heaven, earth, 
and the realm below, so that 3) one who in an especial degree 
possesses this (magician, priest, prophet, king) is in a higher 
sense than the ordinary a ‘man,’ a ‘son of man,’ a typical, 
ideal zer ameli or sa n si. This use of the term in a pregnant 
sense has also been noted by Haupt42 who calls attention to 
the fact that mar ameli is a gentleman, and 13 a man, 

designation of tlie universe, the macrocosm being conceived after the 

fashion of the microcosm. In X, 90, 5 there seems to be a distinction 

between purusha, the absolute being, and purusha as the first-born. By 

identification with tho Atman in the Upanishads tho later conception of 

the term was developed. Cp. Oldenberg, Die Lelire der Upanischaden 
und die Anfdnge des Buddhismus, 1915, passim. A special study of this 

development would be welcome. The distinction between purusha and 

prakrti in the Samkhya and Yoga systems is clearly set forth by Suren- 

dranath Dasgupta, Yoga, 1925. 

Grill (TJntersuchungen iiber die Entstehung des vierten Evangeliums, 

1902, 348) cites Mahana royana TJyanisliad, XI, as evidence for the use 

of Narayana, ‘the one like a man,’ ‘the son of man’ as a designation 

of purusha in the sense of the derived primeval existence. That 

Purusha-Narayana is identified with Vishnu does not militate against 

this. Whether there is a historic connection or not, these Indian 

speculations correspond with those found in some Gnostic sects. 

Th. Tijdschrift, 1911, Iff. 

<2 The Monist, 1919, 1 if. 
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a noble man, and may be understood as an exemplar vitae 

liumanae, a symbol, ecce homo! It is possible, therefore, that 
later speculation attached itself to the conception of man in a 

pregnant sense, leading even into the realm of mythology; but 
a critical examination of the Synoptic material does not justify 
the assumption that Jesus himself used the term KtM *12 in 
any other than the ordinary generic sense. 

The impression that meekness and lowliness, modesty and 
humility were typical traits in the character of Jesus need not 
be given up. There is no necessity for supposing that either 
before the episode at Caesarea Philippi or in his last days 
Jesus cherished ambitions to lord it over men in one way or 

another. Nothing compels the belief that he ever told his 
disciples: “Ye shall eat and drink at my table in my kingdom 
and sit upon thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.’743 
A later scribe, if not Lk., is more likely than the master him¬ 
self to have picked out prophecies of ‘great David’s greater 
son’ in the story of Mephibosheth (2 Sam. 9) and the enthroned 

judges of Ps. 122. He may have had his share of erroneous 
beliefs and human weaknesses; but there is no evidence that 
he surrendered morally, as many others have, to the lure of 
kingship, the itch for power over his fellow-men, the passion 
for political or spiritual domination. In spite of the growing 
idea in the early church that he had not only predicted his 
death and resurrection on the third day, but also his return 
on the clouds of heaven, clothed with superhuman authority 
and dignity, it is permissible to think that he remained faith¬ 
ful unto death, even the death on the cross, to his clearly 
expressed convictions, in what may be regarded as genuine 
utterances, concerning man’s duties, rights, and privileges, his 
way of life and service. There is more reverence in honest 
doubt than in an easy acceptance of even the salient points in 
a late, fluctuating and steadily growing tradition. To remove 
the outer wrappings with which loyal love and devout specul¬ 
ation have surrounded him is not to take away from but to 
add unto the grandeur and majesty of his personality. These 

^ JBL, 1922, 182. 
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garments themselves have had their value, and may in part 
have been woven with material coming down from primitive 
times. But the body is more than the raiment. He himself 
will never be fully known. Each human life has its mystery; it 
is deepened in the case of a great religious genius. Through 
ages to come he will, no doubt, remain an object of reverent 
study. Eor mankind will not suffer its spiritual heroes to see 
corruption. In seeking, however, for the permanent place of 
Jesus in the life of man, students will begin with a quest for 
the historically probable and learn to free themselves from a 
mistaken estimate based on questionable data. "Without yield¬ 
ing to an unreasonable scepticism that refuses to be guided at 
all by the only material at our disposal and declines the duty 
of accounting for its development, without rejecting any part 
of the tradition simply on the ground that it contravenes an 
a priori judgment of what Jesus could have said and thought 
concerning himself, without resorting to any but the generally 
accepted methods of textual, literary and historical criticism, 
relief from such a conception of the Prophet of Nazareth is 
still available. 
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THE MESSIAH OF EPHRAIM AND THE PREMATURE 

EXODUS OF THE TRIBE OF EPHRAIM 

Joseph Heinemann 

Department of Hebrew Literature 
The Hebrew University, Jerusalem 

A considerable number of detailed studies have been devoted to 
the.Messiah of Ephraim (or of Joseph).1 Among the problems 
which were raised by scholars are the following: What need was 
there for the creation of another messianic figure? Why was this 
second Messiah ascribed to the Joseph tribes in particular? Why 
and when did the strange motif of the forerunner of the Davidic 
Messiah, who was doomed to fall in battle, come into being? 
Does this figure have any connection with the "suffering servant” 
of Isaiah or, perhaps, with the Christian Messiah, destined to suf¬ 
fer and die?2 

We must be content with a brief survey of the views of some 
of the scholars who discussed the topic and who, in turn, quoted 
and criticised the points made by their predecessors. J. Klausner3 

categorically rejects the claim that the figure of the Messiah who 

1 The following abbreviations will be used throughout: 
Aptowitzer = V. Aptowitzer, Parteipolitik der Hasmonaerzeit im rabbi- 
nischen und pseudoepigraphischen Schrifttum (Wien: Kohut-Foundation, 
1927). 

Dalman = G. H. Dalman, Der leidende und der sterbende Messias der 
Synagoge. . . (Berlin: H. Reuthcr, 1888). 
Ginzberg =z L. Ginzberg, "Eine unbekannte jiidische Sekte,” Monats- 
schrift fur Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 58 (1914) 159- 
77, 395-429. 
Hurwitz = S. Hurwitz, Die Gestalt des sterbenden Messias (Zurich/ 
Stuttgart: Rascher, 1948). 
Klausner = J. Klausner, Die messianischen Vorstellungen des judischen 
Volkes im Zeitalter der Tannaiten (Berlin: M. Poppelauer, 1904). 
Rowley =z H. H. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on 
the Old Testament (London: Lutterworth, 1952) 64ff. 
Urbach = E. E. Urbach, The Sages — Their Concepts and Beliefs (in 
Hebrew) (Jerusalem: 1969). 

2 Speculations of this type have already been refuted by Dalman 
(2If.) and need not concern us any longer; cf. also Rowley, 64f.; Urbach, 
619. 

3 Pp. 88-90. 
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would be killed in battle came into being as a result of the exegesis 
of Zech 12:10 (and other texts), as Dalman, and others, had 
proposed;4 * in his opinion, it is not through exegesis that important 
new ideas or doctrines are created.6 Nor does he accept the hy¬ 
pothesis of Jacob Levy,® that the concept of the Messiah ben 
Ephraim was created after the failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt 
in order to make it possible to preserve the messianic faith in spite 
of this disaster and also in order "to save the honour of R. Akiva,” 
who had publicly proclaimed him the Messiah; by making Bar 
Kokhba, in the guise of Messiah ben Joseph, the forerunner of 
the "real” Messiah, his defeat could be accepted without denying 
his messianic function altogether. Klausner rejects this "ration¬ 
alistic” view, because "articles of creed” are not created intention¬ 
ally ad hoc, but originate in "deep inner needs” of the people. 
Moreover, the disappointment after Bar Kokhba’s defeat was so 
immense, as to make it inconceivable that the people (or the 
sages) should have continued to look upon him as a genuine mes¬ 
sianic figure; and, indeed, there is no indication that this was the 
case. Besides, why should Bar Kokhba be considered a "son of 
Joseph”?7 

Klausner himself lays down, first of all, that the earliest datable 
sources for the concept of the Messiah ben Joseph (B. T. Sukkah 
52 a), though tannaitic, need not be earlier than the post-Hadrianic 
period.8 He believes the idea of the second, militant Messiah to 
have come into being, because after the shock caused by the 

4 Dalman, 17-18. 
61 do not accept the general validity of this principle of Klausner, but 

in this particular case he would seem to be right, if only because the verse 
in question does not appear to supply the materials necessary for the 
creation of the legend of the Messiah ben Joseph who will fall in batde. 

0 Worterbuch iiber die Talmudim und Midraschim (2d ed.; Leipzig: 
Brockhaus, 1924) s.v. n'tPD (3. 271); a similar view had already been 
put forward by Hamburger, cf. Dalman, 21. 

7 We need not discuss the various theories which hold that the figure 
of the Messiah ben Ephraim had its origin in the Northern Kingdom; 
for not only is there no evidence whatsoever to support it, but even if 
there had been such a doctrine prior to the destruction of the Israelite 
Kingdom, it is impossible to explain its revival in the second century 
c.e.; cf. Klausner, 90f; Rowley, 69f.; Hurwitz, 171, 180. 

8 Ginsberg (416 n. 2) holds that the R. Dosa mentioned in B. T. 
Sukkah may not be a Tanna at all, but an Amora; but since one of the 
two sources concerning the Messiah ben Joseph (ibid.) is undoubtedly 
a baraita, this docs not alter the position that the motif of the Messiah 
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destruction of the Temple and the defeat of Bar Kokhba the belief 
in the "double nature” of the Messiah, incorporating both ideal, 
spiritual features and military prowess, could no longer be tolerated; 
hence it was split into the "double Messiah.” The second figure, 
who became the messianic warrior, freed the Messiah ben David 
of all jarring features. If a second Messiah was postulated, it was 
obvious, according to Klausner, that he had to be ascribed to 
Ephraim or Joseph; for only two tribes — Judah and Joseph — 
had played the part of leaders and rulers in the past. That this 
additional Messiah would fall in battle was a necessary corollary; 
for any idea of a possible rivalry between the two Messiahs in the 
end of the days had to be ruled out. 

While a good deal of Klausner’s criticism of his predecessors is 
valid, his own theory is undoubtedly weak and unconvincing. 
Aptowitzer9 already made some substantial points against Klaus¬ 
ner’s argument: if the idea of a militant Messiah had become re¬ 
pugnant, why not abandon it altogether and ascribe the destruc¬ 
tion of the nations in the end of the days to God Himself? And 
why did this additional Messiah have to be of Ephraim, since 
there were in existence also messianic figures from other tribes?10 
Moreover, the figure of the Messiah of Joseph was undoubtedly 
the object of hopes and expectations; hence it must have come into 
being prior to the crushing of all hopes of redemption by military 
means in consequence of the failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt. 

Ginzberg* 11 takes the view that the "enigmatic figure” of the 
Messiah ben Joseph owes its existence, like so many other motifs 
of Rabbinic eschatology, to the "parallelizing” of the future and the 
past. The tradition of the premature Exodus of the tribe of Eph¬ 
raim — which we shall discuss presently — provides the only 
answer to the question regarding the origin of the Messiah ben 
Ephraim. Just as in the great salvation of the past a leader of the 
tribe of Ephraim attempted to bring about the redemption through 
military action, before the appearance of the true saviour, Moses, 
so it is bound to happen in the future, when the military activities 
of the Messiah ben Ephraim will precede and herald the appear- 

ben Joseph who is killed is no later than the end of the second century. 
How much earlier it may be, the sources do not tell us; but see below. 

°Pp. 105ff. 
10 Especially of Levi; cf. below. 
11 Pp. 414ff. 
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ance of the Messiah ben David, through whom full redemption 
will be accomplished. Again Aptowitzer12 offers some pertinent 
criticism of this view: The premature Exodus of Ephraim is con¬ 
sidered an act of rebellion and of lack of faith, and because of this 
it ended in total catastrophe; so why project this event into the 
messianic era? The technique of "analogy,” on which Ginzberg 
bases his argument, is applied only to miracles and the like, not to 
events which are given a negative evaluation. There is no sign 
whatsoever in any of the sources of a negative attitude towards the 
Messiah ben Joseph; on the contrary, he is an object of promise 
and hope, as c.g. in the statement recurring frequently: "It is an 
aggadic tradition that Esau will fall by the hands of the sons of 
Rachel” (Gen. Rabba LXX 5 and parallels; we shall return to 
this text presently). 

While Aptowitzer s own theory is unacceptable, if only because 
he connects, quite arbitrarily, the creation of the motif of the Mes¬ 
siah ben Joseph with the polemics regarding the usurpation of the 
monarchy by the Iiasmoneans,13 it is hardly possible to claim that 
the problem has been solved satisfactorily by any of his predeces¬ 
sors, nor, indeed, by any of the scholars who have dealt with it 
since.14 There is a need for a re-examination of the matter, not 
only because of the insufficiency of all the theories offered so far, 
but also because the material from Qumran has, to some extent, 
changed our perspective in the matter of Jewish messianic beliefs 
around the beginning of the Christian era. While Ginzberg in his 
essay, published in 1914, which was devoted to the examination of 
the "Damascus Covenant” — and in which, remarkably enough, 
he reached the conclusion that this latter was a sectarian document 
dating from the Hasmonean period — could still argue that there 
is no sufficient evidence for assuming a belief in two Messiahs, of 
Judah and of Levi (or Aaron) respectively,15 to have been preva¬ 
lent, we know today that the Qumran sect, at least, did expect the 
coming of the "Messiahs of Aaron and of Israel” (Man. of Dis¬ 
cipline IX. 11). Hence we have no longer any reason to doubt 

12 Pp. 108f. 
13 Cf. A. Marmorstein’s detailed review of Aptowitzer s book in 

Monatsschrlft fiir Gcschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 73 (1929) 
244-50, 478-87. 

14 Cf. the summing-up and criticism of recent views: Rowley, 64ff.; 
Hurwitz, 172 f f. 

15 Sid (403f.; 411); and not as stated erroneously “by N. Wieder, 
J/S 6 (1955) 14, and by Hurwitz, 196. 
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evidence to the same effect found in the Testaments of the Patri¬ 
archs.16 Moreover, other messianic figures, such as Melchizedek, 
are seen to emerge.17 And while we can not accept Aptowitzer’s 
idee fixe of the Hasmonean polemics as the sole and complete 
explanation of all phenomena, he did adduce considerable evidence 
that there were yet other messianic figures, as e.g. Elijah (identified 
at times with Phineas).18 We need not, therefore, any longer be 
astonished by the very existence of the Messiah ben Joseph, apart 
from and besides the Messiah ben David; this is neither an "enig¬ 
ma” nor "a curious aberration,”19 but merely one of many messianic 
figures which were in existence in the pre-Christian or early Chris¬ 
tian era. The question: How did the second messianic figure 
come into being? need hardly trouble us any longer, but rather 
the question: How — and when — did it acquire its peculiar 
feature, viz. that of a Messiah doomed to die in battle? 

The only scholar to date to evaluate the figure of the Messiah 
ben Joseph in the light of the multiplicity of Messiahs in the late 
Second Temple period, Hurwitz,20 accepts the argument of Klaus- 
ner concerning a "splitting” of the messianic figure, but denies that 
such a split could be due to mere external, historical events; it must 
of necessity reflect some deep-seated religious-psychological 
change, related to an "archetypal” background. This "split” he 
finds expressed not only in the talmudic-midrashic duality of the 
Davidic and Ephraimite Messiahs, but also in the "Messiahs of 
Aaron and Israel” of Qumran (and the Testaments of the Tribes). 
But it remains quite incomprehensible, why the deep-seated psy¬ 
chological change, which brought about the split, should in the 
one case have led to the creation of a priestly Messiah, but in the 
other to that of a "hero-Messiah.” Nor is there any explanation of 
the fact, that the militant Messiah should come from the tribe of 
Joseph, and certainly none, why he — but not one of the two 

10 Cf. Aptovvitzer, ibid.; Ginzberg, 402ff.; Hurwitz, 194ff.; also N. 
Wieder, JJS 4 (1953) 168, n. 2; 6 (1955) 14f., 24; K. G. Kuhn, "The 
Two Messiahs of Aaron and Israel,” The Scrolls and the New Testament 
(ed. K. Stendahl; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957) 54ff.; K. 
Schubert, Jud 11 (1955) 216f., 226f.; J. Liver, HTR 52 (1959) 149ff. 

17 Cf., e.g., A. S. van der Woude, in OTS 14 (1965): R. Meyer in 
Volume du congres international pour 1’etude de I’Ancien Testament 
(Geneve: 1965); J. A. Fitzmyer, "Further Light on Melchizedek from 
Qumran Cave 11,” /BL 86 (1967) 25-41. 

18 Aptowitzer, ibid.; cf. also Dalman, 8f. 
10 As G. F. Moore, Judaism (Cambridge: Harvard University, 1946) 

2. 370, puts it. 
20 Pp. 193ff. 
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"split” Messiahs of Qumran — must die. Moreover, as we have 
pointed out already, the evidence suggests not "duality” of Mes¬ 
siahs, but multiplicity; nor does it seem, in view of this evidence, 
that we can assert with assurance that "originally” there was only 
one single messianic figure.21 On the contrary, we gain the im¬ 
pression that in Second Temple times great diversity of messianic 
doctrines and variety of messianic figures were prevalent. 

Furthermore, all scholars who have studied the problem of the 
Messiah ben Joseph appear to have overlooked a decisive aspect 
of the evidence in the sources themselves: that only some of the 
latter speak of the violent death of this Messiah, while others do 
not mention his tragic end at all and, hence, presumably know 
nothing of it. If the death in battle of the Messiah ben Joseph 
was a generally accepted doctrine, it is quite inconceivable that a 
good many of the sources should ignore it; this is not the sort of 
"detail” which may accidentally be omitted. We must therefore 
assume that the motif of the Messiah ben Joseph underwent, at 
some time, a radical transformation; and there can be no doubt 
that, if we know this legend in two versions, one of which tells only 
of the militant, victorious Messiah, while the other adds his death 
in battle, the one relating his tragic end must be the later one. 
Those sources which know nothing of the failure and death of this 
Messiah must reflect an earlier tradition, irrespective of the dates 
of the literary works in which they appear. And the entire ques¬ 
tion of the origin of the legend appears in a different perspective, 
once it is realized that we must account for two separate stages in 
its development: the creation of the figure of the militant Messiah 
as such and his subsequent transmutation into the "dying Messiah.” 

Apart from the two passages in B. T. Sukkah 52a, which speak 
of the death of the Messiah ben Joseph, his end in battle features 
prominently also in the "Tosephta”-Targum on Zech 12:10;22 in 
addition, it occurs in most of the late medieval "minor” Midrashim, 
quoted at length in the various studies.23 But against this must be 
balanced the following sources: The exposition of the vision of the 
"four craftsmen” (Zech 2:3f),.which speaks — in different ver- 

21 This arbitrary assumption is shared by practically all scholars; cf. 
especially Klausner, 94f. 

22 Quoter by A. Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic (Leiden: Brill, 1962), 
3.495. 

23 E.g., Dalman, lOf. 
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sions~ l — of either the "Messiah ben Joseph” or of the "Anointed 
for War,” who is undoubtedly identical with the former,25 but 
makes no reference to his death.20 In addition we have several 
references in the Palestinian Targumim, which, it is generally held 
today, reflect, at least at times, very early material, viz. Pseudo- 
Jonathan on Ex 40:11, which speaks of the Messiah ben Eph¬ 
raim27 "through whom the House of Israel will defeat Gog and 
his associates in the end of the days” and the Targum of Cant. 4.5 
and 7.4, which speaks of "two redeemers who will redeem you in 
the future, the Messiah ben David and the Messiah ben Ephraim.” 
Similar references to the two Messiahs are found in Midrash 
Psalms 87.6; Tanhuma, ed. Buber I. p. 205, and in a good many 
of the minor Midrashim. Moreover, there is a whole series of 
sources to be found in the earliest Midrashim which, though they 
do not mention the Messiah ben Joseph by name, undoubtedly 
refer to him, but, again, never to his death: "By whose hand will 
the kingdom of Edom fall? by the hand of the Anointed for War 
who will be descended of Joseph. R. Phineas in the name of R. 
Samuel b. Nahman: It is a tradition that Esau will fall only by the 
hand of the sons of Pvachel, as it is said 'Surely the least (lit. 
youngest) of the flock shall drag them away’ (Jcr 49:20); why 
are they called 'the youngest of the flock’? Because they are the 
youngest of the tribes (i.e. Jacob’s sons)” (Gen. Rabba XCIX; 
ed. Theodor-Albeck, p. 1274).28 In Gen. Rabba LXXV.5 (ibid., 
p. 883) the statement of R. Samuel b. Nahman is preceded by an 
exposition of Gen 32:5: '"I have sojourned with Laban and stayed 
until now’ — why 'stayed (lit. delayed) until now’? Because 
Esau’s adversary had not yet been born;” while ibid. 6 (ibid. p. 
892) the following verse "And I have oxen and asses” (in Hebrew 
in the — collective — singular) is interpreted: "'Ox’ — this is 

24 B. T. Sukkah 52b; Pesiqta de Rav Kahana V (cd. Buber, 51a); 
Pesiqta Rabbati XV (ed. Friedmann, 75a); Cant. Rabba on 2.13; Num. 
Rabba XIV. 1; cf. also Ginzberg, 418f. It is noteworthy that the Munich 
ms of the Babylonian Talmud has Melchizedek instead of "Kohcn Zedeq,” 
cf. R. Rabbinovicz, Variae Lectiones III (Munich: 1870) 170. 

25 Cf. Ginzberg, 421; Dalman, 6f. 
26 The author of this exposition is Shime'on Hasida who, apparently, 

is a Tanna; cf. Ginzberg, 418 n. 1. 
27 Only this designation is found in all targumic sources. 
28 The latter part of this exposition recurs also in Gen. Rabba LXXIII.7 

(ed. Theodor-Albeck, 851, where all parallel passages in which this 
saying occurs — with only minor variations — arc listed in the apparatus). 
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the Anointed for War, as it is said fHis firstling ox, majesty is 
his’ (Deut 33:17), ass’ — this is the King Messiah, as it is said 
fLowly, and riding upon an ass’” (Zech 9:9).29 All the above 
are comparatively early Midrashic sources; what is more, the 
third-centurv R. Samuel b. Nahman already speaks of an "aggadic 
tradition.”30 But in any case it is obvious, as stated before, that 
of the two versions the one which does not know of the death of 
Messiah ben Joseph must be the more ancient one; for it is in¬ 
conceivable that the death in battle of the Messiah, once main¬ 
tained, could be quietly ignored subsequently.31 

Strange as it may seem that all scholars should have failed to 
read correctly this series of statements and expositions concerning 
the Messiah ben Joseph,32 the explanation lies probably in a kind 
of "optical illusion” which makes one see what is said explicitly in 
some of the sources also in the ones which know nothing of it. 
Moreover the illusion was probably fostered by the fact that the 
Babylonian Talmud is far more familiar to most Jewish scholars 
than the Palestinian — midrashic or targumic — sources, and the 
latter are often unconsciously interpreted in the light of the former. 

While the existence of the Messiah ben Joseph as such is no 
harder to accept than that of various other Messiah figures, all 
known at one and the same time, the crucial problem now is the 
radical transformation of this legend: when and why was this 
Messiah sentenced to die? There is every reason to believe that 
the figure of the victorious warrior Messiah must be pre-Hadrianic, 
as pointed out by Aptowitzer, whereas it seems extremely likely 
that its transformation did not occur until after the defeat of Bar 
Kokhba. Obviously, we must look for a dramatic, even traumatic 

29 Cf. also Tanhuma (ed. Buber), 1. 154 and 179. 
30 Cf W. Bacher, Die exegetische Terminologie der jiidischen Tradi- 

tionsliteratur (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1899), 1. 107f., and 2 (1905) 115. 
31 Nevertheless, teachers of the third century and after faithfully con¬ 

tinue to transmit the older version as they received it, even though they 
must already have been aware of the new conception of the death of 
Messiah ben Ephraim. 

32 Klausncr docs not refer to most of this material at all, because he 
expressly (Introduction, III) limits himself to "Tannaitic material.” 
Others, however, including Dalman and Ginzberg, quote these sources at 
length. Strangest of all is the case of Aptowitzer, who bases on these 
very texts his argument against Ginzberg that the Messiah ben Joseph 
was the object of promises and hopes, without realizing that these sources 
do not speak of a "dying Messiah” at all. 

346 



JOSEPH HEINEMANN 9 

event to account for this transfiguration of the legend; and no other 
would supply as likely a cause for the creation of the new version 
as the defeat and death of Bar Kokhba. Hence }. Levy’s theory 
now appears doubly convincing (especially as his opponents, too, 
point to the same period of time for the creation of the motif of the 
dying Messiah).33 As regards the argument that there is nothing 
to suggest that Bar Kokhba was still believed to have been a gen¬ 
uine Messianic figure even after his death, it must be stated, first 
of all, that the midrashic-talmudic sources on this matter are so 
meagre, as to deprive the argumentum ex silentio of any force what¬ 
soever. As regards the use of the name Bar Koziba or Bar Kozba 
in those sources,3'1 this can no longer be held to indicate a deroga¬ 
tory attitude, but is, apparently, merely a variant spelling of his 
actual name Bar Kosba, now known to us from his letters. And, 
if we must try to settle the issue by mere speculation, it would seem 
most unlikely, indeed, that the great leader who for years had led 
his people in the war against Rome, who had been proclaimed the 
Messiah by R. Akivah and eventually died a hero’s death, should 
be considered a fraud and a swindler by his former adherents 
immediately upon his death. Moreover, the Rabbis of the post- 
Hadrianic generation, who were all, to some degree, disciples of 
R. Akivah, would hardly have imputed such a gigantic fraud to 
their master after his martyrdom. On the contrary, this generation 
must have attempted, by hook or by crook, to achieve the impos¬ 
sible: to uphold Bar Kokhba’s messianity in spite of his failure. 
This paradoxical position could find no more suitable expression 
than in the highly ambivalent legend of the militant Messiah who 
is doomed to fall in battle, and yet remains a genuine redeemer, the 
forerunner of another Messiah who will follow him and complete 
his mission. The very absurdity of this legend as well as the 
astounding fact that the Messiah ben Joseph, at first considered 
victorious, is suddenly transformed into a figure of tragedy, are, in 
themselves, evidence of an extraordinary situation which gave rise 
to this self-contradictory conception. Moreover, we shall presently 
adduce another legend, which similarly attests a highly complex, 
ambivalent attitude towards the revolt and its failure on the part of 

33 As, e.g., Klausner, cf. above. 
34 E.g., Lam. Rabba on 2.2 (ed. Buber, lOlf). P. T. Tacan. IV. 8, 

68d; cf. Ginzberg, 415 n. 4; W. Bacher, Die Agada dcr Tannaiten 
(Strassburg: 1903) 1. 284 n. 3: Str-B 1 (1922) 13. 
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the generation following it. As the question before us is no longer: 
Why was the figure of Messiah ben Joseph created?, but: Why 
was it transformed suddenly into a tragic hero?, we can answer 
unhesitatingly, that this volte-face can reflect no situation other than 
that in which Bar Kokhba’s former supporters found themselves 
following his defeat. 

One problem, however, still needs consideration: what possible 
connection could there be between Bar Kokhba and the tribe of 
Joseph or Ephraim? For if the legend about Messiah ben Joseph, 
after its metamorphosis, was supposed to refer to him, we must be 
able to account for the association of Bar Kokhba with Ephraim in 
the consciousness of the ordinary people, for whose sake such 
legends were created and for whose guidance they were presented 
in public sermons. This missing link may be provided by the 
story of the premature Exodus of the sons of Ephraim, a legend 
which underwent a no less startling and equally revealing trans¬ 
formation at just about the same time. 

n. 
The story of the Exodus of the Ephraimites, which ended in their 

being slain in battle by the Philistines, is referred to in the Mekhilta 
and by Rav in the Babylonian Talmud;36 but in full dramatic detail 
it appears in the Palestinian Targumim on Ex 13:17, on Ez 37 
and also, more briefly, on Ps 78:9 and 1 Chr 7:20f. The 
recurrence of the story in so many different targumic passages 
makes it probable that the legend originally belonged to the tar¬ 
gumic tradition, whence it was eventually taken over by the Rab¬ 
bis. Moreover, the story occurs in a great variety of styles in the 
different Targum passages as well as in different versions of the 
Targum to one and the same passage;38 this again strongly suggests 
that it was a favourite of the Targumists and used by them frequent¬ 
ly. The legend appears to have come into being in the first place 
through an attempt to make intelligible several obscure Bible pas¬ 
sages, especially Ps 78:9 and 1 Chr 7:20f.;3T by means of 

35 Mekhilta Beshallah, beginning (ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 75f.); B. T. 
Sank. 92b. 

38Pseudo Jonathan on Ex 13:17 (ed. Ginsburger, 121); Das Frag- 
mententhargum, cd. Ginsburger, 31); Mahsor Vitry (ed. Hurwitz, 305); 
Targum on Ez 37, ibid., 167; Targum on Ez 37 (ed. A. Diez Macho) 
Bib 39 (1958) 201f. 

37 It is no concern of ours here, which ancient and, apparently, long 
forgotten events these Bible passages may have referred to originally; 
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"synoptic exegesis” these two passages were made to throw light 
on, and complement, one another and were built up into a complete 
and satisfactory narrative. The story obtained in this process was, 
in turn, found suitable to illuminate yet another difficult verse in 
Ex 13:17, stating that God did not lead the Israelites by the way 
of the land of the Philistines "because (sic! in literal translation) 
that was near . . . lest the people repent when they see war . . 
which could now be explained to mean that the disastrous defeat 
of the Ephraimites was still "near” (recent) and the people would 
be deeply shocked and utterly disheartened, when they would be 
confronted with the bones of their brethren strewn in the fields 
of Philistia (Mekhilta ibid.). It would seem that the original 
version of this legend considered the premature Exodus to have 
been an act of rebellion, stemming from pride and unwillingness to 
wait for the divine act of redemption: "They kept not the covenant 
of God, and refused to walk in His law” (Ps 78:10), on which 
the Mekhilta (ibid.) comments: "They transgressed the appointed 
time and the oath”; while the Targumim tell that "they prided 
themselves (to go out) without the salvation of God” and that 
"they went out (relying) on their own strength and did not wait 
for the appointed time.”38 Plowever, while these versions un¬ 
equivocally condemn the act of the Ephraimites, other sources 
speak of "an error in calculating the end,” which caused them to 
believe that "the end” had come 30 years before the real Exodus.39 
This is based on a contradiction in Scripture between the 400 
years of servitude foretold in the "Covenant between the pieces” 
(Gen 15:13) and the 430 years spoken of in Ex 12:40. This 
difficulty is solved by assuming that 430 years did, indeed, pass 
between the Covenant and the Exodus, while the 400 years "that 
thy seed . . . shall serve them” were to be counted from the birth 
of Isaac.40 The Ephraimites, however, counted the 400 years from 

cf. S. Krauss, Wiener Zeitschrift f. d. Kunde des Morgenlandes 38 (1931) 
76ff. Krauss’s reconstruction of these events on the strength of the 
versions of this Aggadah, preserved in the latest(!), medieval Midrashim, 
appears, to say the least, highly questionable. 

38 Mahsor Vitry, 167; in Hurwitz’ edition is an error; the 
ms has "jinmDs.” 

39 Pseudo-Jonathan on Ex 13:17; Fragmentcnthargum, ibid.; Targurn 
on 1 Chr 7:20f.; Targum on Ps 78:9; Diez Macho, ibid.; cf. also Cant. 
Rabba on 2.7. 

',0 Cf. Mekhilta Bo, Tract. Pasha (ed. Horovitz-Rabin) 50, and the 
parallels listed there in the apparatus. 
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the time of the Covenant itself; this error led to their tragic end. In 
this version, then, they are no longer arrogant rebels, but are guilty 
only of "calculating the end” — wrongly and disastrously. 

In the main, the legend of the premature Exodus would seem 
to have been inspired by the urge to explain, and harmonize with 
one another, a series of difficult Bible passages, even though it 
does, of course, hold up the Epraimite Exodus as a warning either 
to those who "force the end” or, alternatively, to those who "calcu¬ 
late the end.”41 Various details of the story, peculiar to the tar- 
gumic tradition, also appear to be the result of a certain technique 
of interpretation, which draws information from other passages 
on the strength of verbal analogy. Thus we are told that the 
Ephraimites numbered 200,000 "mighty men of valour”; and 
among their armour are mentioned not only the bows of Ps 78:9, 
but also shields.42 These details can have been taken only from 
2 Chr 17:16-17: ". . . two hundred thousand mighty men of 
valour . . . armed with bow and shield”; for although this passage 
refers to military units in the days of Jehoshafat, it has in common 
with Ps 78:9 the expression "nosheqey qeshet” (which occurs 
nowhere else).43 

While the versions of the legend referred to so far may be con¬ 
sidered, first and foremost, the result of "creative philology”44 and 
of harmonizing exegesis, there is yet another version, so unexpected 
and, at the same time, so self-contradictory, as to make it certain 
that it did not originate merely in naive exegesis, but must have 
been the result of some definite Tendcnz. Here the story as above 
is followed by an additional part: those same Ephraimites who 
were massacred by the Philistines and whose bones were left 
scattered in the fields are the dead revived by Ezekiel in the vision 

41 On these categories cf., e.g., B. T. Sank. 97b and Cant. Rabba on 
2.7; see also Urbach, 601 ff., 611. 

42 Pseudo-Jonathan and Fragmententhargum, ibid. 
43 Hence those versions of the legend which have numbers other than 

200,000 "men of valour” are faulty; cf. Targum on Ez 37 (ed. A. Diez 
Macho); Pcsiqta clc Rav Kahana X (cd. Buber, 85a-b); Midrash Or Ha- 
Afelah (unpublished; quoted by M. Kashcr, Torah Shelemah on Ex 
13:17). The same applies, of course, to those versions where the error 
in calculation is not given as 30 years but as 80 years, cf. Pesiqta d. R. K., 
ibid. 

44 Cf. I. Hcincmann, Darkey Ha-Aggadah (Jerusalem: 1950) 6f. and 
passim. 
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of the dry bones (Ez 37)!4B The two parts of this composite ver¬ 
sion express exactly opposite attitudes: while in the first one the 
Exodus of the sons of Ephraim is considered sinful and, inevitably, 
resulted in their defeat and death, the second one considers them 
worthy of a special, "private” re-surrection; hence, in spite of their 
sin (or error), they must be essentially righteous men, who de¬ 
serve a miracle such as this, which annulls, in effect, their punish¬ 
ment by restoring them to life. This ingenious re-interpretation 
of the story — which, incidentally, also offers a solution to another 
vexatious problem, viz.: who, in fact, were the dead revived by 
Ezekiel? — must be an indication of a radical change of attitude 
towards the tendency of the original legend. Far from being the 
object of derision or condemnation, the Ephraimites now evoke 
sympathy and are "rehabilitated.” But as the first part of the 
narrative remains unchanged, the addition to it of the re-surrection 
motif expresses, in fact, if not a contradictory, at least a complex 
and ambivalent attitude. 

In order to evaluate the reason for this radical re-shaping of the 
story and the change of attitude underlying it, we must attempt 
to establish some chronological data. The original legend, with¬ 
out the sequel from Ezekiel, is known to the Mekhilta,'10 one of 
the tannaitic Midrashim; hence it cannot be later than the end of 
the second century c.e., but may, of course, be earlier. In fact, 
we must date it at least one generation before the end of the tan¬ 
naitic period, because the Mekhilta does not actually recount the 
story, as stated before, but refers to it as well-known; besides, if 
we arc right in assuming that the tale originated in the targumic 
tradition, some time must be allowed until it would be taken over 
by the Rabbis for their purposes. The new version, telling of the 
re-surrection of the Ephraimites, was already known to Rav, the 
Babylonian Amora, in the first half of the third century. How¬ 
ever, he is certainly not its author, for he merely mentions it apro¬ 
pos a discussion on the question, who were the dead revived by 
Ezekiel. Hence we must postulate in this case, too, that the 
creation of this new version cannot be later than the last generation 

46 Pseudo-Jonathan and Fragmententhargum, ibid.; Mahsor Vi try, 167; 
Diez Macho, ibid.; B. T. Sank. 92b. 

48 In addition, the legend in its original form, without the sequel from 
Ez 37, has been preserved also in the following sources: Targum on Ps 
78:9; Targum on 1 Chr 7:20f.; Cant. Rabba on 2.7; Ex. Rabba XX.11; 
Pirkcy R. Eliezer XLVHI; Sefer Ha-Yashar. 
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of the Tanna’im, around the turn of the second century. In view 
of these data it becomes extremely likely that the transformation 
of the story through the re-surrection motif must have some con¬ 
nection with the Bar Kokhba revolt. For it is impossible psycho¬ 
logically to ascribe the creation of the original version to the 
Tanna’im of the second half of the second century, i.e. to the very 
generation who had witnessed the failure of the revolt. We can¬ 
not possibly hold this generation responsible for the creation of a 
legend, which could have meant, at that particular time and in this 
particular situation, only one thing: an out-and-out condemnation 
of the rising of Bar Kokhba as an act of arrogance and rebellion 
against God, which was punished, rightly, by the total extermina¬ 
tion of all concerned. Whatever the attitude of this generation to 
Bar Kokhba (and, by implication, to R. Akivah!) may have been, 
it cannot have been one of complacent, righteous condemnation. 
Hence we are forced to advance the date of the genesis of the 
original legend; it must have antedated the Bar Kokhba revolt. 
But in the eyes of the generation who had witnessed the disastrous 
defeat and had seen "the fallen of Bethar to whom no burial was 
given,”'7 the story of the Exodus of Ephraim must have suddenly 
acquired a terrible new meaning; it must have seemed to them to 
mirror uncannily the events of their own times. However, the 
implication that the fate of Ephraim, i.e. of Bar Kokhba and his 
followers, was but what they had deserved, because of their over¬ 
bearing pride and presumption, was utterly unacceptable to the 
survivors of the revolt. Hence the imperative need to change the 
tendency of the legend. Some, apparently, were satisfied with 
changing one detail only: the Ephraimites had not been guilty of 
rebellion against the will of God, but merely of a tragic error. 
Others found a more radical solution: in spite of their transgres¬ 
sion and inevitable failure, the Ephraimites had been possessed 
by a burning, irresistible desire for redemption, for which they had 
sacrificed their lives. Those who had not been satisfied to wait 
for salvation, but had taken it into their own hands and attempted 
to bring it about before its time, were sinners and deserved their 
punishment; yet, at the same time, they were also a shining example 
of self-sacrifice and deserving, if not of reward, at least of compensa¬ 
tion. And this compensation, most fittingly, takes the form of 

«P. T. Berakhotl.8, 3d. 
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the re-surrection before its time of those who died in order to bring 
about redemption before its time. 

Bar Kokhba was not an Ephraimite. But in the legend of the 
Ephraimite Exodus, his contemporaries, after his defeat, must have 
found reflected the events of their own time. Thus Bar Kokhba 
became associated with Ephraim; and it was no longer difficult to 
take a further step and look upon him as the Messiah of Ephraim. 
However, both these legends required radical transformation to 
fit the contemporary situation: the Messiah of Ephraim had to 
fall in battle; yet the Ephraimites and their leader who had been 
slain, were held worthy of re-surrection. 
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THE DOCTRINE OF THE TWO MESSIAHS IN 
SECTARIAN LITERATURE IN THE TIME 

OF THE SECOND COMMONWEALTH * 

J. LIVER 
Hebrew University, Jerusalem: 

i 

The problem of the two Messiahs in Apocryphal literature, 
especially in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and in the 
Damascus Covenant, occupied scholars at the beginning of the 
present century and has revealed new facets with the discovery 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Especially pertinent to this problem are 
some of the texts from Qumran Cave i, and some fragments from 
Qumran Cave 4, recently published. We shall here endeavor to 
make clear the distinctive features of these Messiahs, their status 
and their tasks at the end of days, and to elucidate the historical 
setting from which the doctrine of the two Messiahs sprang. 

Scholars differ as to the time when the scrolls were composed, 
and they differ even more on the Pseudepigrapha. The greater 
difficulty in dating the latter is due to their archaizing character 
and the intentionally obscure way in which the various authors 
refer to the events of their own age. But there is considerable 
similarity in ideas, concepts and terminology between some of the 
Pseudepigrapha — the Ethiopic Enoch, The Book of Jubilees and 
the Testaments of the Patriarchs — and the Dead Sea Scrolls;1 
fragments from these books were found, together with sectarian 
writings proper, in the Qumran Caves.2 We may therefore assume 
with great probability that, even if these books do not actually 
belong to the writings of the Qumran Sect, they originated in 

* I wish to express my thanks to Dr. D. Flusscr, Dr. J. Licht, Mr. S. Safrai and 
Mr. M. Stem, all of the Hebrew University, who have read the manuscript and 
given me their advice. 

xCf. J. M. Grintz, Sinai 32, 1953, pp. 11 ff., 27 ff. (Hebrew); R. Marcus, The 
Qumran Scrolls and Early Judaism, Biblical Research, 1, 1952, pp. 12-17. 

2Cf. Barthclemy — Milik, Qumran Cave 1, Oxford, 1955, pp. 46, 82-91; J. T. 
Milik, Le Testament de Levi en Aramecn, RB, 62, 1955, pp. 39S-406; and also 
RB, 63 (1956), pp. 49-67. 
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closely related circles 3 and were roughly contemporary with the 

Sect. 

The period in which the Dead Sea Scrolls were composed can 

be determined from the historical hints contained in the Damascus 

Covenant4 and the Sectarian Commentaries, especially the Nahum 

Commentary: these point quite clearly to the troubled days of 

Alexander Jannaeus.5 We may therefore regard the reign of John 

Hyrcanus I, which preceded his, as the period in which the Sect 

already took shape and finally separated from the general body of 

the nation. In this essay I shall show that the historical and social 

background of the doctrine of the two Messiahs — one a priest 

and the other a prince or king — must be sought in the Qumran 

Sect and the Hasmonean period. The fact that we find this doctrine 

clearly stated in sectarian writings which have reached us in their 

original form also calls for a thorough examination of the problem 

of the two Messiahs in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. 

II 

From the scrolls so far published, we cannot decide whether the 

Qumran Sect hoped for a redeeming Messiah or not. However, in 

matters of salvation as in other respects, the stress in sectarian 

writings is <?n the Sect as a whole, which according to them is the 

only true Israel.® The individual — even the head of the com¬ 

munity at the end of days — has no standing by himself. The 

high priest is senior in rank and office in the wars preceding the 

end of days,7 as well as subsequently, according to most of the 

texts before us. On the other hand the prince or “Anointed of 

s Cf. D. Flusscr, The Apocryphal Book of Ascensis Isaiac and the Dead Sea Sect, 

IEJ, 3, 1953, PP- 30 f. __ . 
4 Fragments of the Damascus Covenant were also found among the scrolls in 

the Qumran Caves. Cf. RB, 63, 1956, p. 61; M. Baillet, ibid., pp. 5I3~523‘ 
B Cf. M. H. Segal, The Habakkuk Commentary and the Damascus Fragments (A 

Historical Study), JBL, 70, 1951, PP- 131 ff*J J* M. Allegro, Further Light on the 
History of the Qumran Sect, ibid., 75, 1956, pp. 89 ff.; J. T. Milik, Dix ans de 
decouvertes dans le desert de Juda, Paris, 1957, PP* 51 ff*> I03 ff*> E. M. Cross, 
Ancient Library of Qumran, New York, 1958, pp. 82 ff. 

8 Cf. D. Flusser, The Judean Desert Sect and its Views, Zion, 19, 1954, PP* 89- 

103 (Hebrew). 
7 Y. Yadin, The War of the Sons of Light with the Sons of Darkness, Jerusalem, 

1955, PP* 189 ff. (Hebrew). 
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Israel” mentioned in these texts is lesser in degree than the high 
priest, also called most probably “[the priest]3 head of the 
congregation of Israel” (iQ 28a, col. II, 12). The precedence of 
the high priest over the Anointed of Israel at the end of days is 
evident from the description of the “session of the men of repute 
called for the council of the community,” which is stated in the 
Rule for the Congregation of Israel at the end of days." According 
to this description first in the council of the community shall come 
the priest, head of the congregation of Israel, all the elders of 
the sons of Aaron, the priests, each according to his rank, shall 
sit before him; only after them shall come the Anointed One of 
Israel and all the heads of the families of Israel, each according 
to his rank (iQ 28a, col. II, n-17). In the same way, the priest 
takes precedence over the Anointed of Israel at table (iQ 28a, 
col. II, 17—21), and this rule is to obtain at all meals where there 
are ten or more men present (iQ 28a, col. II, 21-22). 

The description of the “session of the men of repute” is founded 
on the “Rule for the session of the many” which expounds the 
regulations then in force in the Sect. In this passage, it is stated: 
“The priests shall sit first, and the elders second, and the rest of 
the people shall sit each according to his position” (iQS VI, 8-9). 
The regulations of the Sect also forbid members to begin the 
communal meal before the priest blesses the bread and wine (iQS 
VI, 4~5j cf- also B. Gittin 59b). These regulations and others 
indicate the superior position of the priests in the Sect. The 
description of the “session of the men of repute” in the Rule of 
the Congregation (iQ 28a) is not a mere repetition of these 
regulations. It is intended to indicate the superior position of the 
high priest, and also of the priests in general, at the end of days. 

The messianic hope for two leaders, one from Aaron and one 

’For a different reading cf. F. M. Cross, Qumran Cave i, JBL, 75, 1956, 
pp. 124 f. 

’Cf. Barthtiemy—Milik, Qumran Cave 1, Oxford, 1955, pp. 107-118; also, 
K. G. Kuhn, Die beiden Mcssias Aarons und Israels, Theologische Lilcralurzcitung, 
79> *954, PP* 760-761; idem, The Two Messiahs of Aaron and Israel, in The Scrolls 
and the New Testament, New York, 1957. PP* 54-64, 256-259; K. Schubert, Zwci 
Messiasse aus dem Regelbuch von Chirbct Qumran, Judaica, 11, 1955, pp. 216- 
235; E. L. Ehrlich, Ein Bcitrag zur Messiaslchre dcr Qumransekte, ZAW, 6S, 1956, 
PP* 234-243; H. N. Richardson, Some Notes on iQSa, JBL, 76, 1957, pp. 10S- 
122; A. S. Van der Woude, Die Messianischcn Vorstcllungcn dcr Gemcindc von 
Qumran, Assen, 1957, pp. 96-106. 
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from Israel, who will arise after the end of the epoch of wicked¬ 
ness is expressed in a phrase which recurs in the writings of the 
Sect, “until the coming of a prophet and the anointed ones of 
Aaron and Israel” (iQS, IX, ii).10 In the Damascus Covenant, 
however, we find the following: “until there shall arise the anointed 
one of Israel and Aaron” (CD, XII, 22; XIV, 19); “when there 
shall come the anointed one of Aaron and Israel” (CD, XIX, 11), 
but the version “anointed one” (fWD) in a medieval copy of the 
Damascus Covenant is merely a scribal error or an emendation of 
'iT'tt'D, as already pointed out by scholars. This is proved con¬ 
clusively by the version given in the Manual of Discipline and by 
the detailed description in the Rule of the Congregation where, 
together with the priest, head of the congregation of Israel, the 
Anointed One of Israel is mentioned. The Messiahs of Aaron and 
Israel are mentioned once more in the Damascus Covenant in the 
text “until there shall rise an anointed one from Aaron and from 
Israel” (CD, XX, 1); this is just a shortened phrase meaning an 
anointed one from Aaron and an anointed one from Israel. A 
common element in all these passages referring to the anointed 
ones of Aaron and Israel is the fact that the time of their coming 
is regarded as the beginning of the end of days. The laws and 
regulations of the Sect are in force only until that time, and then 
too the end of the evildoers will come; that is to say, the time 
when the Messiahs of Aaron and Israel are to arise is equated 
with the end of days. This fact, moreover, confirms the identifi¬ 
cation of the anointed of Aaron mentioned in the Manual of 
Discipline with the priest, head of the congregation of Israel, 
mentioned together with the anointed of Israel in the Rule of the 
Congregation. 

This identity of the anointed of Aaron and the high priest also 
emerges from the definition of “anointed” or “Messiah” in the 
early eschatological writings, the scrolls included. Here the term 
anointed (rv^D) is not limited to the idea of a savior: it still 
contains the original meaning, “he who is anointed with the oil of 
unction,” i.e., the king or the priest at the end of days. For 

10Cf. N. Wieder, Journal of Jewish Studies, 4, 1943, p. 168, n. a; and the de¬ 
tailed treatment by H. L. Silberman, The Two “Messiahs” of the Manual of Dis¬ 
cipline, VT, s, 1955. pp. 77-82; Van der Woude, ibid., pp. 27-43, 75-89. 
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according to rabbinical tradition the oil of unction was hidden 
away in the reign of Josiah 11 and there was none at the time of the 
Second Commonwealth. The Halakhah distinguishes between the 
anointed (high) priest — also called simply “the anointed” 12 (that 
is, the high priest when the oil of unction is finally restored at the 
end of days) — and the “priest with manifold garments” who is 
the high priest in the time of the Second Commonwealth. And 
although for all practical purposes the “priest with manifold 
garments” acted as the high priest, there exists in the law a dis¬ 
tinction between the two, especially in the regulations dealing 
with expiatory sacrifice (Mishnah Horayoth). The expiation de¬ 
manded of the anointed (high priest) is equal to that of the court 
— i.e., the public — while the prince (i.e., the king) 13 is in this 
case in the same category as a private person (M. Horayoth, 
ii:6). But in this matter, which indicates status in juridical 
decisions, the “priest of manifold garments” is inferior to the 
anointed high priest. This is expressly stated in the same Mishnaic 
tractate (iii:4):14 “And who is the anointed (high priest)? He 
that is anointed with the oil of unction, but not he that is dedicated 
by the manifold garments. The (high) priest anointed with the 
oil of unction differs from the priest of manifold garments only 
in'the bullock offered for (the unwitting transgression of) any of 
the commandments.” In the Babylonian Talmud (Hor., irb) 
this distinction in rank is stated in the most extreme terms: “If he 
is anointed he is the high priest; if he is not anointed he is not 
the high priest.” 

In Mishnaic law, only the anointed high priest has full authority, 
but in view of the absence of the oil of unction there can only be 
an anointed high priest at the end of days. This Halakhah comes 
from traditional Judaism, but as it does not in any way run 
counter to the principles of the Sect, we may reasonably assume 
that it prevailed among them. 

11 Cf. Tosefta Sothaxiiin; Tosefta Yoma iii (ii), 7; B. Horayoth in; B. Yoma 
S2b ^ B. Kcrithoth 5b; Yer. Sheqalim vi:i; Yer. Sotha viii:3. 

“The term anointed (n'B»D) for an anointed High Priest is found many times 
in the Mishnah. Cf. Horayoth ii, passim; Tos. Shcbouoth i, 6, etc. 

13 Cf. Mishnah Horayoth iii, 3 — “And who is the Prince (K'v:)f This is the 
King.” 

“Also, Mishnah Megillah i, 9; Tos. Mcgillah i, 19; etc. 
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The identity of the anointed of Aaron with the priestly head of 

the congregation at the end of days, which is proved by the 

contents of the sectarian writings, emerges from the precise defini¬ 

tion of the term “Anointed of Aaron” (jnnKD n'tyn) by itself. The 

term “Anointed of Israel,” on the contrary, does not differ from 

the more general term “anointed.” The description of the session 

of the men of repute in the Rule of the Congregation, according to 

which the priests sit before the high priest, whereas the heads of 

the families of Israel sit before the Anointed of Israel, delimits 

the term in that it excludes the Anointed of Aaron. From this we 

may conclude that the Anointed of Israel is no less than the future 

anointed king. 

The Anointed of Israel is mentioned in the writings of the Sect 

only in the expression “the anointed ones of Aaron and Israel” 

and in the description in the Rule of the Congregation. On the 

other hand, the Prince of the Congregation is mentioned in the 

scroll of the War of the Sons of Light (iQM V, 1-2); but he is 

mentioned only once — and even then not as a leader in war — in 

contrast to the high priest, who plays a central part in that scroll 

and is mentioned there many times.15 In actual fact, only the 

shield of the Prince of the Congregation is mentioned, on which 

is written his name with the names of the twelve tribes of Israel 

and the names of the leaders of the tribes. This does not imply 

the active participation of the prince in the war, nor does it exclude 

it. 

A benediction for the prince of the congregation is also found 

in the 1 Qumran Benedictions,10 which were most probably des¬ 

tined for the end of days. The extant remains of these bene¬ 

dictions include blessings: for them that fear the Lord; the high 

priest; the priests sons of Zadok, and the Prince of the Congrega¬ 

tion. Of the six columns which the benedictions probably com¬ 

prised there remain only parts of five. The order of the columns 

is conjectural, but that of the four big fragments which comprise 

the bottom part of cols. III-V is almost certain,17 and one of the 

fragments includes part of col. IV and part of col. V. So the placing 

,sCf. Yadin, op. cit. (supra n. 7), pp. 189 ff. 
iaCf. Milik, op. cit. (supra n. 9), pp. 11S-130. 
17 Cf. ibid., p. 119. 
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of the benediction for the Prince of the Congregation after the 
benediction for the high priest and the benediction for the priests 
sons of Zadok is an established fact. From the contents of the 
blessing for the Prince of the Congregation we learn (col. V, 20- 
29) that the Prince of the Congregation is the future ruler who 
will inherit the kingdom of his people for ever. He will judge the 
poor justly and admonish the humble of the land. God will lift 
him to everlasting heights, like a fortified tower; he shall smite 
nations with the might of his mouth, with his sceptre he shall smite 
the land. God will raise him to the sceptre of rulers and all the 
nations will serve him. It is not said here who is to be the Prince 
of the Congregation, but the contents and even the actual ex¬ 
pressions are taken to a great degree from Isaiah, chapter n, 
which contains one of the main promises of the future greatness 
of the house of David; they are taken also from the blessing of 
Jacob to his son Judah (Genesis xlix, 9-10). The prince is 
mentioned again in the Damascus Covenant (in an exposition of 
Numbers xxiv, 17).18 “The sceptre is the prince of the congre¬ 
gation, and when he arises he shall strike violently all the sons of 
Seth.” (CD VII, 20-21). From the expression “when he arises” 
(noyil)19 it is evident that an eschatological prince is meant. 
In another place in the Damascus Covenant the word prince is 
used instead of king: “and about the prince it is written, let him 
not multiply wives 20 unto himself, and David did not read in the 
sealed book of law, etc.” (CD V, 1 ff.). From all this it is clear 
that the prince is the future secular ruler of the congregation, 
identical with the Anointed of Israel,21 and that he is the anointed 
of David. 

““There shall step forth a star out of Jacob and a sceptre shall rise out of 
Israel.” This scriptural passage (Num. xxiv, 17) has a central place in the mes¬ 
sianic homilies of the Sect. Cf. 4Qp. Gen. xlix; 4Q Testimonia recently pub¬ 
lished by Allegro, see also below. On messianic exposition of the same passage in 
rabbinical writings, the Pseudepigrapha; and early Christianity, cf. C. Rabin, 
The Zadokite Documents, Oxford, 1954, pp. 30 f. Num. xxiv, 17 is also cited in 
the prayer before battle in iQM XI, 6-7, but there it docs not seem to have any 
messianic associations. Cf. also Yadin, op. cit. (supra n. 7), p. 323. 

"Cf. CD XII, 22-24; XIV, 18-19. 
"Deut. xvii, 17, and there it is distinctly said about the King. Cf. also note 13 

above. 
. =I Cf- Milik, op. cit. (supra, n. 9), p. 121. On the other hand, I cannot agree 

with Milik’s identification of the hero mentioned in the prayer before battle in 
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The anointed ones of Aaron and Israel who are destined to 
arise at the end of days are, as we have shown, identical with the 
high priest, head of the congregation of Israel, and with the Prince 
of the Congregation, most probably the future Davidic ruler. The 
high priest plays a central part in the final war — i.e., the war of 
the Sons of Light and Darkness — and in the leadership of the 
people at the end of days. On the other hand, the Prince of the 
Congregation does not seem to take a very active part in the war 
and his authority is limited. The high priest takes priority in the 
session of the council of the community. Moreover, the benedic¬ 
tion for the Prince of the Congregation comes after the bene¬ 
dictions for the high priest and priests. All these combined show 
that according to the texts we have dealt with the people of the 
Sect attached much greater importance to the Anointed of Aaron 
than to the Anointed of Israel2-; and although the Anointed of 

Israel seems to be of Davidic descent, the fact is not mentioned 

expressly in these texts. 

Ill 

In addition to the above texts we have some further fragments 
from Qumran 4, published lately by Allegro.23 In these texts, 
unlike the ones which only mention the Anointed Ones of Aaron 
and Israel, we find the expectations for the future ruler, the 
anointed of righteousness the shoot of David expressly stated. 
One of the Fragments from a Pesher on Gen. xlix is an exposition 
of Gen. xlix, 10: [“There shall not] cease a ruler from the tribe 
of Judah when there be dominion for Israel24 [and there will not] 
be cut off an enthroned one (belonging) to (the line of) David, 

iQM (XI, 6 If.) with the prince or the Anointed of Israel. Cf. Yadin, op. cit. (supra 

n. 7)1 PP- 285, 330-331- , , T , 
~So also in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs; see also below. In rab¬ 

binical writings, on the other hand, the King takes precedence over the High Priest 
(Tosefta Horayoth ii, 9; Bab. Horayoth 13a). 

23 Cf. J. M. Allegro, Further Messianic References in Qumran Literature, JBL, 

75, 1956, PP- 174 ff-i Y. Yadin, IEJ, 7. 1957. PP- ^-68; K. Schubert, Die Mes- 
siaslchre in den Texten von Chirbct Qumran, Biblische Zeitschrift, 1, 1957, pp. 

177-197. 
Cf. iQM I, 5; XVII, 7-8- 
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(TVfi 25 KD3 wr) for the staff (ppnD)26 is the covenant of king- 

ship and the families of Israel are the feet (D^nn)27 until the 

coming (W2 *Tj;)2S of the anointed of righteousness the shoot of 

David.*'9 For to him and to his seed has been given the cove¬ 

nant of kingship over his people for everlasting generations 30 

which has awaited [the interpreter] 31 of the law with the men 

of the community, for it is the assembly of the men of. . . .” 

Another fragment from a collection of expectations based on the 

exposition of Biblical texts 32 is based on the prophecy of Nathan 

20 The reading of Allegro (ibid.) Nil is erroneous, as already noted by Yadin 
(ibid.). The words for “and there will not be cut off an enthroned one to David” 
are a paraphrase of Jer. xxxiii, 17. Cf. also Ps. cxxii, 5. 

MThe Ppno of Gen. xlix, 10; this term was already understood as meaning the 
Kingdom of the House of David in the Bible (Ps. lx, 9 = cviii, 9). The same 
Hebrew term is mentioned in Num. xxi, 18. That scriptural passage is interpreted 
in CD VI, 3-11 to relate to the Book of the Law and the Leaders of the Sect; and 
there, the Staff ppino is the Interpreter of the Law (CD VI, 7). The term PpHD 
is also intended for Moses in rabbinical tradition (cf. Targum to Dcut. xxxiii, 21). 
The Exposition of ppno in one biblical text about the Interpreter of the Law does 
not necessarily entail the same exposition in another text. Here Ppno cannot mean 
anything but the Covenant of Kingship. Cf. also the use of the same term 
mate nnn in relation to the rule of the future king the Shoot of David in the 
same fragment. 

27 The feet (D^nn) are those mentioned in Gen. xllx, 10. According to the 
interpretation of the LXX and the Targum, feet here mean descendants. The 
families of Israel (^n*ibm 'D^N) may be compared to the chiefs of the families 
of Israel who according to the Rule of the Congregation are the leaders and will 
sit before the anointed of Israel (Col. I, 14; Col. II, 14-15 almost certain recon¬ 
struction). According to this interpretation the families of Israel, i.e., the mem¬ 
bers of the Sect and their leaders are to be considered as legitimately having the 
authority of Davidic Kingship until the coming of the anointed of righteousness, 
to whom and to whose descendants the covenant of kingship was given for ever¬ 
lasting generations. Yadin, op. cit. (supra n. 23). reads D'^nn, in accordance with 
the Samaritan Recension of Gen. xlix, 10. The degel is one of the military forma¬ 
tions mentioned in the Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light. From the photo¬ 
graph of the fragment we are not in a position to decide which of the readings 
is better. But even so there are many difficulties in Yadin’s reading and interpreta¬ 
tion. 

“The words Hin *ry represent the words 13 TJ in Gen. xlix, 10, and 
their interpretation on the coming of the future anointed king is according to the 
exegesis of the Targum and the Midrashim. Cf. A. Posnanski, Schilo, Ein Beitrag 
zur Geschichte der Messiaslehre, Leipzig, 1904. For the expression “n’rc *03 Vj 
P^H” Cf. iQS IX, 14. 

20 This term is founded on Jer. xxiii, 5. Cf. also “m&SD mn» TT3? vn nr:*J r.N” 
in the Eighteen Benedictions (the ’Amidah). 

30CL 2 Samuel vii, 11 ff.; iQ Benedictions Col. V, 20 ff.; 4QFI, 1 ff. (Cf. infra, 
n. 32.) 

51 Cf. 4QF1, 2. 

33 Allegro, op. cit., calls this Text 4Q Florilcgium, abbreviated to 4QFI. 
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in 2 Sam. vii, 11-14. This prophecy which is one of the major 

promises to the house of David in the Bible is already alluded 

to in the fragment from 4Qp. Gen. xlix.33 The fragment begins 

with a somewhat shortened rendering of the biblical text: “And 

the Lord tells you that he will build a house for you. And I will 

set up your seed after you and I will establish his royal throne 

for ever. I shall be to him for a father and he shall be to me for 

a son.” Then comes the exposition which is about the future 

ruler: “He is the shoot of David who will arise with the inter¬ 

preter of the law who [in the]34 end of days as it is written:35 

‘And I will raise up the tabernacle of David that is fallen.’ That 

is (nsvi)30 the tabernacle of David that is fallen and after he 

will arise to save Israel.” 37 Another text is a fragment from a 

Pesher of Isaiah which is an exposition of Is. xi. 1-5, one of the 

major prophecies on the future greatness of the house of David. 

Its beginning may be reconstructed 38 "tO'iyn vn [nox VHPB]” 

“[D'C'n n't] nst meaning: “Its interpretation concerns the shoot 

of David who will arise at the end of days,” and it goes on to 

describe his greatness and his glory. 

The common elements in these three texts are: (1) the place 

where they were found, i.e., Qumran Cave 4; (2) the statement 

of hopes for a Messiah of David; these hopes being based on 

scriptural passages; (3) the use of the term “shoot of David” in 

all three passages and “interpreter of the law” in two of them 

(although in two cases, one of each, an almost certain reconstruc- 

”Cf. n. 31. 

31 The lacuna is at the beginning of the line. There is room for about two words 
including the two letters “S3”. It is at present impossible to decide whether the 
words “which ... in the end of days” apply to the Shoot of David or to the 
Interpreter of the Law, although I think the latter more probable. 

3!i Am. ix, 11. Here and in CD VII, 16: “im n^D n« irnD’pm” on the other 
hand M.T. “O'PN”. 

30The connecting word “That is” (HK'n) rules out the possibility that the repeti¬ 
tion is a scribal error. The first time, the tabernacle of David is mentioned in its 
original biblical meaning; whereas the second mention probably hints at its homi- 
letical exposition. The words, “that is,” probably show that it was an exposition 
well known among the members of the Sect (cf. CD VII, 15 ff.) so that it was 
enough merely to hint at that exposition. See also below. 

37 The future Davidic king is here probably intended. In iQ Benedictions too 
(Col. V, 20 ff.) the delivery of Israel from the yoke of the nations is attributed to 
the prince of the congregation, i.e., to the future Davidic king. 

33The restoration is after 4QFI, 3-4: “minn unn Dy icnyn riDS” 

363 



THE DOCTRINE OF THE TWO MESSIAHS 159 

tion). We are therefore justified in dealing with all these three 
texts as one. The hopes for the future king, the shoot of David, 
the anointed of righteousness stated in these texts, are in varied 
contrast to the other texts dealt with above, in which there is a 
disinclination, apparently intentional, to mention the connection 
of the future king with the House of David.39 Yet it is quite clear 
that these new texts too belong to the Sect itself. This we learn not 
only from their general character, but in particular in view of the 
specifically sectarian terms “Interpreter of the Law” and “men of 
the community” which are used there. These texts require a new 
examination of the conclusions we have stated above with regard 
to the anointed ones of Aaron and Israel. At the same time, we 
have to examine in the light of these conclusions, which are based 
on a scrutiny of all the sectarian writings which are at present 
available in a more or less complete form, these new texts which 
Allegro has lately published in fragmentary form. Since, however, 
the editor chose from the material at his disposal those texts which 
deal with the Davidic anointed king, we may quite legitimately 
surmise that in the other texts (as yet unpublished), which deal 
with the end of days, the future Davidic king is not so prominent. 
This assumption is strengthened by the fact that the benediction 
for the prince of the community from the i Qumran benedictions40 
may be compared to these new texts in stressing the exalted 
position of the future ruler. Only the comparison of the blessing 
for the prince of the community with the other blessings, and the 
fact that it is placed after the blessing for the high priest and the 
blessing for the priests sons of Zadok, indicates his secondary 
position. 

In the fragment from the Pesher to Gen. xlix mentioned above, 
the hopes for the future Shoot of David are quite clearly expressed. 
To him and to his seed was given the covenant of kingship over 
his people for everlasting generations: “the families of Israel are 

80 The use of the formula “the anointed ones of Israel and Aaron” implies an 
intentional avoidance of any direct reference to the Davidic future king. This 
avoidance is especially noticeable in the texts from the Rule of the Congregation 
and the Benedictions, dealt with above. In general the Scrolls display a favorable 
attitude to David, and cf. iQM XI, 1-3; even in CD V, 1-6, where David’s actions 
arc criticized, wc find a sentiment favorable to him. 

40 Cf. supra, II. 

364 



160 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 

the feet until the coming of the anointed of David, the shoot of 

righteousness.” And the “families of Israel” (^K*W are 

most probably the people of the community.41 Here too the 

dominion of the Shoot of David is presented as a promise which 

will be fulfilled only in the expected future; in the present this 

authority is vested in the families of Israel, i.e., in the community 

as a corporate body. This interpretation is confirmed by the fact 

that the men of the community and together with them the Inter¬ 

preter of the Law [minn t5HVI] are mentioned further on in the 

same fragment. The Interpreter of the Law is mentioned in the 

other fragment 4QFI, and if we examine in detail what is written 

there (“The Shoot of David who will arise with the interpreter 

of the law ... in the end of days”), he is even superior in 

importance to the Shoot of David. The placing of the Interpreter 

of the Law together with the Shoot of David is parallel to his 

placing with the Prince of the Congregation in the Damascus 

Covenant VII, 19-20. This text in the Damascus Covenant is 

based on a messianic interpretation of Numbers xxiv, 17: “There 

shall step forth a star out of Jacob and a sceptre shall arise out of 

Israel.” 42 The star is according to this homiletic interpretation 

the Interpreter of the Law while the sceptre is the Prince of the 

Congregation, the Anointed of Israel.43 In this context there 

comes in the Damascus Covenant the exposition of Amos ix, 11: 

“And I will raise up the tabernacle of David that is fallen.” The 

tabernacle of David is expounded there (line 20) as the Books-of 

the Law. In 4QFI too the second citation of Amos ix, n most 

probably hints at a homiletical exposition well known to the 

members of the Sect44; it is quite possible that the exposition is 

the same as the one given in the Damascus Covenant. This com¬ 

bination of the plain text on the tabernacle of David that God 

will revive with its homiletic exposition, according to which the 

tabernacle of the King is, most probably, the Torah, in 4QFI may 

also hint at the subordination of the anointed king to the laws of 

the Torah. Also in the Pesher on Isaiah xi, where “the shoot of 

“ Cf. n. 27. 
42 Cf. also n. 18. 
43 Cf. supra. 
44 Cf. n. 36. 
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David who will arise at the end of days,” is mentioned, it is also 

said of him that: “as they teach him (iniTP YvyS[D)45 so shall 

he judge.” These words come as an exposition of Isaiah xi, 3: 

“And he shall not judge after the sight of his eyes, neither decide 

after the hearing of his ears.” This is an exposition which implies 

severe limitations on the power of the future king, and is against 

the meaning of the text in Isaiah, for instead of the continuation 

“with righteousness shall he judge the poor” we find in the Pesher 

“as they teach him,” i.e., the priests,4® the leaders of the Sect. 

As we noticed above, there are points of contact between the 

Interpreter of the Law who shall arise with the Shoot of David at 

the end of days (in the fragments from Qumran Cave 4), and 

the Interpreter of the Law in the Damascus Covenant (CD VII, 

19-20). This fact lends plausibility to the theory47 that the Inter¬ 

preter of the Law, the leader of the Sect after the Teacher of 

Righteousness, was regarded as the person who is intended to lead 

Israel at the end of days, clothed in his authority as the anointed 

of Aaron. It is most probable that the Interpreter of the Law, as 

well as the Teacher of Righteousness, the first leader of the Sect, 

was a priest and belonged to the great priestly house of Zadok; 48 

and it is not improbable that the sectarians who hoped for salvation 

in the near future saw in him the destined anointed high priest. 

But on the other hand, another text in the Damascus Covenant 

speaks of the Sect as being led in the ways of the Torah by the 

Interpreter of the Law: “Until there shall arise a teacher of 

righteousness at the end of days” (CD VI, n). Therefore we 

cannot accept the theory that the Interpreter of the Law was re¬ 

garded as the future priestly leader, as we are then forced to 

assume that both the Teacher of Righteousness and the Inter¬ 

preter of the Law were regarded at the very same time as the 

destined anointed of Aaron. 

Indeed, the problem of the relation between the Interpreter 

of the Law in his eschatological aspects and the Teacher of 

“Cf. Allegro, op. cit. (supra n. 23), p. 181. 
“ Cf. the Ordinances for the King in Deut. xvii, 18-20, also Dcut. xxxiii, 10 in 

the blessing of Moses on the tribe of Levi. 
" Cf. D. Flusser in, Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls, in Memory of E. L. Sukcnik, 

Jerusalem, 1957, P- 86, n. 3; p. 87, n. 8 (Hebrew). 
“ Cf. infra note 100. 
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Righteousness who will arise at the end of days, requires a fresh 

treatment in the light of these new texts; 49 it is even doubtful 

whether the terms “Teacher of Righteousness” and “Interpreter 

of the Law” are always intended to mean historical personalities, 

or whether these are just terms with a more general meaning.50 

A possible explanation of the use of the term “Interpreter of the 

Law” in these new texts from Qumran 4, is to assume that the 

texts belong to a later period than the time when the historical In¬ 

terpreter of the Law was active, and that it is signifying a term of 

honor for the high priest who is intended to lead the nation in the 

time of salvation, together with the future Davidic king. 

The messianic expectations in the texts we have just dealt with 

come in the form of exposition of biblical texts dealing with the 

future kingdom of the house of David. Together with the Davidic 

king we find in them another central personality in the vision of 

the end of days, namely, the eschatological Interpreter of the Law. 

The main differences between these texts and the other scrolls 

concerned with expectations of future salvation are the stress laid 

on the prominence of the anointed of David, in the new texts, and 

the intentional avoidance of any explicit mention of the future 

Davidic king, even when he is implied in the other texts. 

As possible explanations of these differences we may suggest the 
following: 

(a) Inside the Sect there was some degree of ideological freedom. 

Owing to the historical development connected with the growth of 

the Sect,51 the authorized leaders of the Sect intended to stress the 

central position of the priests of the House of Zadok in the future 

too, and to minimize the importance of the future Davidic king, even 

though they could not ignore him altogether because of the biblical 

prophecies of the future Davidic king. But there were others who did 

49 Allegro, op. cit. (supra n. 23), p. 176 proposes to identify the Interpreter of 
the Law with the teacher of righteousness. On previous proposals that the teacher 
of righteousness is a Messiah redivivus, cf. infra note 72. N. Wieder, The “Law- 
Interpreter” of the Sect of the Dead Sea: The Second Moses, Journal of Jewish 
Studies, 4, 1953, pp. 15S-175, identified the Interpreter of the Law with the prophet 
who will herald the coming of the two Messiahs (iQS IX, 11); while Schubert 
(supra n. 23), is inclined to identify with the future prophet, the Teacher of Right¬ 
eousness. See also Flusscr, ibid, (supra note 47); Cross, ibid, (supra note 5), 
pp. 171-173. 

“Cf. iQS VI, 6: “rrnnn tnn 
81 Vide infra. 
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not want to minimize the significance of these prophecies to such 
an extent, and who expounded these selfsame biblical texts on the 
future greatness of the House of David. It is also possible that they 
enlarged on these biblical prophecies for the purpose of the Pesher, 
without having a conscious theological outlook different from that of 
the others. 
(b) The texts in which the future Davidic king is expressly men¬ 
tioned date from a different period from those where he is only im¬ 
plied, and in the meantime a certain development inside the Sect gave 
more weight to the expectations connected with the House of David.02 

From the regulations in the Manual of Discipline and from the 
Damascus Covenant we know that the Sect was compactly or¬ 
ganized, with a strict internal discipline. It therefore seems to me 
that we must prefer the second explanation, which links the 
changed attitude towards the anointed of David with historical 
development, and not with a difference in views between members 
of the Sect. This development as well as the growth of the doctrine 
of the two Messiahs will be dealt with after an examination of the 
relevant texts from the Book of the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs. 

IV 

A major difficulty when dealing with the Book of the Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs is determining what is its original text, 

“We need not take into account the possibility that the texts which expressly 
mention the future ruler of the House of David are earlier than the others and that 
the expectation of a ruler from the House of David progressively lessened because: 
(a) The major texts (in the present state of publication) are those which do not 
mention expressly a future Davidic ruler; and it does not seem probable that 
future publication will alter the situation much, (b) The Sect was established 
under the leadership of the priests, sons of Zadok (vide infra), and they, hoping 
for the end of days in the near future, were surely not interested in stressing the 
importance of the future Davidic king, (c) After the decline of the Hasmoncan 
dynasty and the beginning of Roman oppression, we find evidence of messianic 
yearnings connected with the House of David in sources which definitely do not 
belong to the Dead Sea Sect or its adherents (for the first time in the Psalms of 
Solomon, especially Psalms xvii and xviii), whereas in the earlier apocalyptic litera¬ 
ture the Davidic Messiah is not mentioned at all. Cf. also infra n. 106. I am deal¬ 
ing with the historical development of Davidic Expectations in detail, in my book, 
The House of David from the Fall of the Kingdom of Judah to the Fall of the 
Second Commonwealth and After, Jerusalem, 1959 (Hebrew). 
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and what are late additions; a matter which is still in dispute.53 
The Book of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, originally 
written in Hebrew,54 is known to us only in its Greek form, and 
in ancient translations from the Greek. In all these versions 
Christian interpolations have crept in, but the extent of these 
interpolations is the subject of disagreement. It is also debated to 
what extent the book was added to still earlier by Jewish hands, 
and the divergence of opinion is particularly marked in regard 
to texts dealing with future destined saviors of Israel. But the 
close connection between the Book of the Testaments and the 
Dead Sea Sect literature, which emerges also from these parts of 
the Testament whose originality is not disputed, helps us to deter¬ 
mine its date; and the preceding discussion of the future Messiahs 
in the scrolls is also of assistance in understanding the system of 
the two saviors, as expounded in the Book of the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs. 

Before the scrolls were discovered, and before it became clear 
that there were sectarian circles in Israel who hoped for two 
Messiahs, one of Aaron and one of Israel, and were at the same 
time in opposition to the ruling priests of Judea, it was difficult 
to reconcile the doctrine of the two Messiahs of the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs with what was then known of Jewish re¬ 
ligion in the time of the Second Commonwealth. On the other 
hand, the attempts to explain the two Messiahs in the Book of 
the Testaments brought forth various theories on the development 
of the messianic idea in the period of the Second Commonwealth. 
The system of Charles, who related the book to circles close to 
the Hasmoneans, and was inclined to see in the king and priest 
mentioned there John Hyrcanus, was the one most widely accepted 
by scholars. Charles supposed that in the original writing there 
was only one Messiah from the tribe of Levi who was both king 
and priest, and that only after the rift between Hyrcanus and the 
Pharisees had become open, and the opposition to Hasmonean 

“Cf. R. H. Charles, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, London, 1908; 
M. De Jonge, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Leiden, 1953, and there 
pp. 10-12 a review of the different views. 

54 R. H. Charles, The Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, 
London, 1908, pp. XXIII-XXXIII. The notation of the different recensions and 
Mss. is according to this edition. 
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rule hardened, was the book newly edited and paragraphs concern¬ 

ing the future savior from Judah added. Charles even claimed 55 

that in the thirty years between the rule of Simeon and the end 

of the reign of John Hyrcanus, the Jewish people jettisoned the 

idea of a Messiah from David and adopted the idea of a Messiah 

from Levi. A different explanation was given by K. Kohler and 

L. Ginzberg.50 According to them, the Messiah from Levi belongs 

to a later secondary stratum of the book, while the original book 

is mainly concerned with the Messiah from Judah, in accordance 

with accepted Jewish beliefs. Besides these, there were other 

scholars who maintained the doctrine of two Messiahs but only 

as applied to part of the texts concerned, and tried to explain it in 

different ways; 57 and still others who thought that according to 

the system of the book the Messiah would emerge from the union 

of the two tribes Levi and Judah.58 The fact that the system of 

the two Messiahs was in force in the Dead Sea Sect enables us 

to reject entirely the supposition of two different strata in the book, 

in one of which the Messiah is from Levi and in the other from 

65 Charles, Testaments, pp. XCVII ff.; idem, the Apocrypha and Pscudcpigrapha, 
2, Oxford, 1913, p. 294. V. Aptovitzer (Parteipolitik der Hasmonaerzeit, Wien, 
1927) goes even further in his conclusions than Charles. According to Aptovitzer 
the Testaments are a polemical treatise against the adversaries of the Hasmoncan 
rulers (ibid., pp. 82 ff.). The starting point of the debate, according to Aptovitzer, 
was the exposition of Ps. cx, 4, “The Lord hath sworn and will not repent thou art 
a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek”; the Hasmonean party claimed 
that according to this verse a priest would be the Messiah, while their opponents 
thought the same verse meant that the Messiah (who would be from the tribe of 
Judah) would also be a priest. According to Aptovitzer the book of Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs, which speaks of a king from the tribe of Levi, was composed 
inside the Hasmonean party, whose adherents claimed that the king would arise out 
of the tribe of Levi and the tribe of Judah together, and that the Hasmoncan 
rulers were not only the descendants of Aaron but also the descendants of Judah. 
On the other hand their opponents, whose opinions arc stated, according to Apto¬ 
vitzer, in some of the Midrashim, admitted that the Messiah would be descended 
from the two tribes, but claimed that it was David who traced his descent both 
from Judah and from Levi. Aptovitzer’s whole edifice lacks any factual basis, and 
he twists the sources he uses in order to “prove” his points. Cf. J. Klausner, 
Qiryath-Sefcr, 5, 1929, pp. 348-350; M. H. Segal, Tarbiz 21, 1950, pp. 135-136 
(Hebrew). 

60 K. Kohler, Jewish Encyclopedia, xii, pp. 113 f.; L. Ginzberg, Eine unbekannte 
judische Sekte, Monatsch. z. Gesch. u. Wisscnsch. d. Judenth., 58, 1914, pp. 403-411. 

87 Cf. G. R. Beasley-Murray, The Two Messiahs in the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs, Journal Thcol. Studies, 4S, 1947, pp. 1-12. (This paper was not avail¬ 
able to me.) 

88 Cf. M. H. Segal, Tarbiz 21, 1950, p. 134 (Hebrew); A. J. B. Higgins, Priest 
and Messiah, VT, 3, 1953, pp. 323 f. 
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Judah. The lack of contradiction between the different parts of 

the book in the matter of the two Messiahs and its agreement with 

the scrolls 09 will become clear from careful examination of the 
pertinent texts. 

When we come to examine the doctrine of the Testaments of 

the Twelve Patriarchs on future salvation and on priesthood and 

kingship, we have to remember that it is a Pseudepigraph which 

purports to give the words of the sons of Jacob, the fathers of the 

tribes of Israel. The future events in the lives of their descendants 

— that is the history of the nation down to the author’s own days 

— must find expression in the book. We have to distinguish in the 

Book of the Testaments between the appreciation of the past in 

the vision of the patriarchs and the vision of the end of days which 

is the future age to the author himself. We must also remember 

that most of the Book of the Testaments is one work, and the 

division into twelve testaments is intentional. The details given 

in the different testaments should therefore be regarded as a unity. 

We will give here, in the order in which they appear in the Book 

of Testaments, those texts which deal with kingship and prophecy, 

saviors from Levi and Judah, and the salvation of Israel. 

Reuben vi, 7-12: For to Le\fi God gave the dominion and to Judah 
with him and to me also and to Dan and Joseph that we should be 
for rulers.00 Therefore I command you to hearken to Levi because 
he shall know the Law of the Lord and shall give ordinances for 
judgment and shall sacrifice for all Israel until the end of days of 
the anointed High Priest01 of whom the Lord spake. I adjure you 

M J- H. Grintz, Sinai, 32, 1953, pp. 30 f. (Hebrew), already pointed to the fact. 
Cf. also, Kuhn, ibid, (supra n. 7); and lately Van der Woude, ibid, (supra n. 7), 
pp. 190-216. Van der Woude’s book arrived in Jerusalem after the paper had al¬ 
ready been forwarded to the editors, and it agrees in some details with those reached 
independently in this paper. 

00 Charles considers as a “foolish interpolation” the inclusion of Judah, Reuben, 
Dan and Joseph in this verse and thinks that the verse deals only with the suprem¬ 
acy of Levi (Greek Versions, p. 13; Testaments, pp. 13 f.), while De Jonge (Testa¬ 
ments, p. 88) thinks that only Reuben, Dan and Joseph are interpolated. But 
it is most probable that the four tribes were here mentioned as an allusion to the 
four standards: the standard of the camp of Judah, the standard of the camp of 
Reuben, the standard of the camp of Ephraim-Joseph, and the standard of the 
camp of Dan, according to which the children of Israel pitched camp round the 
tent of meeting in the desert (Num. ch. ii). Cf. Segal, op. cit. (supra n. 58), p. 132. 

01 apx^piuts xptffToO so in most Greek Mss. and the Slavonic Version. One Greek 
Ms. (h): apxuptvs xPtar°v — “The high priest of the anointed”; which is mean- 
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by the God of heaven to do truth each one unto his neighbour and 
to entertain love each for his brother. And you draw near to Levi 
in humbleness of heart, that you may receive a blessing from his 
mouth. For he shall bless Israel, and Judah (iw la-parjk #ccu rov 

IovSav) because him (on iv aut5) hath the Lord chosen to be king 
over all the nation. And bow down before his seed, for on your 
behalf he will die in wars visible and invisible 02 and will be king 
for ever. 

This passage in the Testament of Reuben begins with the dominion 
that God gave to Levi and Judah. It applies in a general way to 
the Government that was in the hands of the tribe of Levi before 
the foundation of the Israelite Kingdom and during the Second 
Commonwealth, and to the Kingship of the Davidic dynasty before 
the Babylonian Exile. Then comes the exhortation to hearken to 
Levi because he has been given the offices of judgment and sacri¬ 
fice, and the eschatological anointed priest is also referred to. 
After that is mentioned the Kingship of Judah whom God has 
chosen to be king over all the nation and it is expressly stated 
that from his seed shall come forth the King Messiah. 

According to Charles03 the words: “because him hath God 
chosen to be king” apply to Levi, while the words “and Judah” 
are connected only with the preceding part of the sentence where 
it is said that Levi shall bless Israel and Judah. According to 
him both the priesthood and royalty of Levi are here mentioned 
and are intended to mean the dominion of the Hasmoneans. But 
even in the text as it stands the words: “because him hath God 

ingless, and which Charles corrects to dpxtepevs xpurnSr — “The anointed high 
priest.” According to the emendation of Charles the meaning of the text is that 
the anointed high priest, i.e., the Hasmonean ruler, shall sacrifice until the end of 
days. Not only is Charles’ reading based on the one Ms. in which these words are 
corrupt, but as we have already seen (supra II), the expression* “anointed priest” 
necessarily means the high priest at the end of days. 

“ The expression, “for on your behalf he will die in wars visible and invisible,” 
is difficult. Charles (Testaments, p. 16), retranslating it into Hebrew, proposes 
liny*—“will stand forth” instead of niD>—"will die,” and at the beginning of 
the verse lint — “his arm," “his might,” instead of tint—“his seed,” and inter¬ 
prets his emended text on the wars of the Hasmonean high priests. Not only are 
the emendations and interpretation offered by Charles improbable in themselves, 
but the verse as a whole is intended for Judah and not for Levi. The one who 
fights these wars is the future king from the tribe of Judah. 

“ Cf. Charles, Testaments, p. 16. 
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chosen to be king,” definitely apply to Judah and not to Levi.04 

Furthermore we may assume that the text originally was: “And 

you draw near to Levi ... for he shall bless Israel and to Ju¬ 

dah because him hath God chosen to be king.” In any case, we 

have here the promise of priesthood to Levi as against the promise 
of royalty to Judah. 

In the Testament of Reuben the position is this: Hegemony 

among the tribes of Israel to Levi and to Judah; Levi has a more 

prominent standing than Judah; Messianic hopes connected with 

an anointed priest from Levi and a king from Judah. 

Simeon vii, 1-2: And now my children obey Levi and Judah, and be 

not lifted up against these two tribes for from them shall arise unto 

you the salvation of God. For there shall arise from Levi as if it 

were High Priest and from Judah as if it were King God and man 

and he shall save all the nations and the race of Israel. 

The expressions: “God and man” and “all the nations” are 

obvious Christian interpolations,00 and the whole phrase from 

“God and man” appears to have been rewritten from a Christian 

point of view. Originally it was probably something like — and 
through them shall all Israel be saved. 

The Testament of Simeon gives the following: Hegemony to 

Levi and Judah; priesthood to Levi and royalty to Judah; salva¬ 
tion of Israel in Levi and in Judah. 

The Testament of Levi stands out from the others. At the 

beginning comes a vision (Levi ii,5 — v,6), in which Levi sees 

sights similar to those described in the Ethiopic Book of Enoch. 

Levi beholds the seven firmaments of heaven, the angels of the 

Lord and the glorious presence of the Most High. Towards the 

end of the vision he is destined to priesthood (v,2). Then comes 

a second vision (ch.viii) in which Levi sees seven men in white 

raiment, who clothe him in the robe of priesthood and the other 

paraphernalia of the High Priest, and authorize him to serve the 

Lord as a priest. And then they say to him (viii,n-i6): 

“ And if we retain the present text, the words, “because him hath God chosen" 
signify the reason why Judah was given a special blessing. 

w We may assume that the Greek translator understopd the Hebrew 
as accusative and translated “/cal rbv IouSav.” Cf. Grintz, op. cit. (supra n. i), 
P. 3i- 

60 Cf. Charles, Greek Versions, pp. 25-26. 
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Levi, thy seed shall be divided into three offices, for a sign of the 
glory of the Lord that is to come. And the first portion shall be great, 
greater than it shall be none. The second shall be in the priesthood. 
And the third shall be called by a new name, because a king shall 
arise from Judah (e* tov IouSa) and shall establish a new priesthood 
after the fashion of the nations to all the nations (read, “because a king 
like all the nations shall arise from Judah and shall establish a new 
priesthood”)07 and his presence is beloved as a prophet of the Most 
High, the seed of Abraham our father. 

The first two who are to arise from the seed of Levi are agreed 

by most scholars to be Moses and Aaron. Charles08 wanted to 

see Hyrcanus in the third one and instead of a “King shall arise 

from Judah” (c’k tov IovSa) i.e., Judah the tribe, which is given 

in all the extant manuscripts of the Testaments he wished to 

read “a king shall arise in Judah” (iv rm) i.e., Judah the land; 

accordingly, he interprets the text on a king from Levi who shall 

arise in the land of Judah. But this is quite arbitrary,09 and, even 

if we accept it, the identification with Hyrcanus is rather far¬ 

fetched. According to the actual text, the third one from the seed 

of Levi is a priest who will be established in his office with the 

help of the king from Judah, and this description most probably 

applies to the priest Zadok,70 who according to the tradition in 

Chronicles was already placed at the head of the intricate priestly 

organization in the time of David; and until the time of the 

Hasmoneans the high priestly family were regarded as his de¬ 

scendants. What is more, the expression “and his presence is 

beloved as a prophet of the Most High; the seed of Abraham our 

97 The words, “after the fashion of the nations to all the nations” represent a 
dittography in the Hebrew text. The correct reading is no doubt “like all the 
nations” (□"Un *722) and it applies, as Dr. D. Flusser has pointed out to me, to 
the king who shall arise from Judah. Cf. Dcut. xvii, 14, “I will set a king over 
me like all the nations that are around me”; I Sam. viii, 5: “Now make us a king 
to judge us like all the nations.” The phrase, “A king like all the nations shall arise 
from Judah” tallies with the Scriptures. On the other hand, priesthood after the 
fashion of the nations, which means equating the priesthood with the priesthood of 
idol-worshippers, does not harmonize in any way with the views of the author of 
the Testaments. 

03 Charles, Testaments, p. 45; followed by many others. 
00 Cf. Ginsberg, op. cit. (supra n. 56), pp. 407 f. 
70 Cf. T. W. Manson, Journal Theol. Studies, 48, 1947, pp. 60-61 (this was un¬ 

available to me); Grintz, op. cit. (supra n. 1), p. 32. 
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father ’ is more applicable to David than to any other king of 
Israel. 

Together with the glorification of the descendants of Levi we 

find in the Testament of Levi the most violent denunciations of 

the priesthood. The misdeeds of priests in future generations are 

described with remarkable vividness (Levi ch. x; chaps, xiv-xv, 

especially xiv, 5-7).71 After this there comes an apocalyptic 

vision describing the decline of the priesthood from generation to 

generation (chaps, xvi-xvii) — from the first who is anointed to 

priesthood and shall speak to the Lord, and his priesthood shall 

be perfect (xvii, 2), down to the last priests who are lovers of 

money, adulterers, idolaters, and lascivious abusers of children 

and beasts. God will take his vengeance upon the evil priests, and 

will then raise up a new priest72 (ch. xviii), by whom all the words 

of the Lord shall be revealed. He shall execute righteous judgment 

on earth, and his star shall arise in heaven as of a king. He shall 

shine forth as the sun, the heavens shall be opened and from the 

heavens shall come upon him sanctification. In the time of his 

priesthood the expected end of days shall come, evil shall cease 

71 The description of the degeneration and decline of the high priesthood in these 
chapters, and in the Testament of Levi ch. xvii, is parallel to the description in the 
Psalms of Solomon ch. viii. These descriptions are founded on the deeds of the 
hellenizing priests in the days of Antiochus IV, but are very much exaggerated. 
Their origin is in the polemical literature of the first Hassidim. This literature 
was most probably read by the sectarians and used in their accusations against 
their opponents the priests of Jerusalem; we need not regard these descriptions 
as intended to mean specific Hasraonean rulers. 

72 Charles, Testaments, pp. 62 f., regards the evil priests as the hellenizing priests 
in the time of Antiochus IV, while the new priest who shall arise after them is, 
according to him, the Hasmonean house and especially John Hyrcanus. But in the 
Testament of Levi, ch. xviii an eschatological priest is described and even if we 
did not know about the points of contact between the Dead Sea Sect and the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs it would be impossible to agree with Charles’ 
identification. Dupont-Sommer (Nouveaux aperqus sur les manuscrits de la Mer 
Morte, Paris, 1953, pp. 64-S4) identifies the seven anointed priests in the Test, 
of Levi xvii as the Hasmoncans. The first he identifies as Judas Maccabaeus and 
the seventh as Aristobulus II. The new priest, according to Dupont-Sommer, is 
the teacher of righteousness who (according to him) was killed during the time of 
Aristobulus II and was expected to rise again as the anointed one (ibid. p. 79). 
However, the identification of the anointed priest in Testament of Levi xvii which 
Dupont-Sommer offers is unfounded, and, what is more, based in some places on 
a misinterpretation of the text. Cf. also B. Otzcn, Studia Theologica 7, 1954, 146 f.; 
Cross, ibid, (supra note 5), pp. 118 f. The theory that the new priest is the teacher 
of righteousness redivivus (a theory first propounded by S. Schechter, Documents 
of Jewish Sectaries I, Cambridge, 1910, pp. XII ff.) is also doubtful. 
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and the righteous shall rejoice. This new priest is described in the 
vivid colors of a Messiah, but it is nowhere said that he will be a 
king or even that there will not be a king at that time; on the 
contrary, it is his priesthood that is emphasized. 

In this apocalyptic vision in the Testament of Levi we have 
emphasis on the superiority of the priesthood; and hope for a new 
priest who shall arise at the end of days. It thus has many points 
of similarity with the doctrine of the Dead Sea Scrolls where we 
also find a preference of the priests, especially the sons of Zadok, 
coupled with serious accusations against the priests of Jerusalem, 
and expectation of a future anointed priest. The total effect is, 
of course, different, but the points of similarity we have enum¬ 
erated lead us to assume that if these testaments were not com¬ 
posed in the Sect itself, they originated in circles whose social and 
ideological background was very close to that of the Dead Sea 
Sect. 

In the Testament of Levi there is no kingship of Levi to be 
found, the kingship is for Judah and the priesthood for Levi; at 
the end of days a messianic new priest will arise. 

Judah xxi, 1-2: And now, my children, I command you, love Levi, 
that you may abide and exalt not yourselves against him lest you 
be utterly destroyed. For to me the Lord gave the kingdom and 
to him the priesthood, and he set the kingdom beneath the priest¬ 

hood. 

A similar verse to Judah xxi, 12 is found in a fragment from the 
so-called Aramaic Testaments from Qumran Cave 1: "l'’1 

KJJTDP p «3“1 snurD mate78 — “to you and to your sons king- 
ship. The priesthood is superior to the kingship.” The stress upon 
the superiority of Levi over Judah and of course over all the 
other tribes recurs in Judah ch. xxv. 

n Barthelemy-Milik, op. dt. (supra n. 2), p. 88. Milik reads the first letter 3 

but J seems better. P. Grelot, Notes sur le Testament arameen de Levi, RB 63, 19S6, 
p. 396, n. 2 offers the reconstruction: 

“Kmn] mate io ton Krnans mate 
explaining it as pointing to two kingships, the kingship of priesthood and the 
kingship of the sword. But while the proposed reconstruction of the beginning 
of the line is very plausible, his reconstruction at the end of the line and the way in 
which he explains the whole, are most improbable. The reconstruction and ex¬ 
planation offered in the text above, which are in complete concord with the Testa¬ 
ment of Judah xxi, 2, are to be preferred. 
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In chs. xxi-xxiii we have a short survey of the history of 

Israel from the point of view of the acts and behavior of the kings, 

followed by a promise that God will renew the Kingdom of Judah 

after its destruction and will not destroy the kingdom from the 

seed of Judah for ever (xxii, 2-3). Charles 74 argues that a whole 

section of the Testament of Judah xxi, 6-xxiii, 5 is not in its 

proper place, but is a later addition which should be interpreted 

as a severe polemic against the Hasmonean kings Aristobulus II 

and Hyrcanus II. But Charles does not bring any concrete reasons 

for his argument; the passage seems rather to be an organic part 

of the Testament of Judah dealing with the future of his de¬ 

scendants. Just as in the Testament of Levi (chs. xvi-xviii), after 

the survey of the history of the tribe comes a vision which is mes¬ 

sianic in content (xxiv, 1-6): 

And after these things shall a star arise to you from Jacob in peace 
and a man shall arise from my seed like a sun of righteousness walk¬ 
ing with the sons of men in meekness and righteousness and no sin 
shall be found in him.75 And the heavens shall be opened unto him 
to pour out the spirit, (even) the blessing of the Holy Father.70 And 
he shall pour out the spirit of grace upon you. And you shall be unto 
him sons in truth, and you shall walk in his commandments first and 
last. This branch of God most high, and this fountain giving life 
unto all.77 Then shall the sceptre of my kingdom shine forth, and 
from your root shall arise a stem and from it shall grow a rod of 
righteousness to the nations, to judge and to save all that call upon 
the Lord. 

Charles 78 finds in this chapter two separate messianic prophe¬ 

cies, both of them out of place. The first (xxiv, 1-4) concerns the 

Messiah from Levi, the second is a later addition. De Jonge 79 

74 Charles, Testaments, p. 91. 
75 The Armenian Version is much shorter, “And after these things shall arise 

a star of peace and he shall walk with men in meekness and righteousness and the 
heavens, etc.” 

70 7rarpo? ayiov — the expression in its present form is Christian. 
77 So in some Greek Mss. (c, h, i); in the others we have, “This fountain unto 

life for all flesh.” According to Charles (Testaments, p. 97) the whole verse is 
an interpolation. In the Armenian Version we have, “Then a branch shall go forth 
from me.” 

78 Charles, Testaments, pp. 95 f. 
7W De Jonge, Testaments, pp. 89 f. 
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claims that this chapter and the whole book of the Testaments 

are Christian, and that this prophecy concerns Jesus. But it is 

hardly credible that in the Testament of Judah there should be 

no messianic expectations for the House of David; moreover, the 

fact that before this vision (xxi, 1-2) as well as after it (xxv, 

1-2), the superiority of Levi over Judah is stressed, rules out any 

assumption of the Christian character of these chapters as a whole. 

Expectations for the future in the Testament of Judah (xxiv) 

are restrained in comparison with those in Levi (xviii) and are 

mainly concerned with the sceptre of Judah as a king. Also in 

Judah xxiv, 1, instead of “a man shall arise from my seed,” it may 

be that we should read “from his seed,” 80 i.e., from the seed of 

the star of Jacob mentioned in the first part of the verse, which is 

not necessarily Judah. From this assumption we may conclude 

that verses 1-4, 5-6 in the Testament of Judah xxiv are not con¬ 

cerned with the same person, and in view of the great similarity 

in content and expressions between Judah xxiv, 1-4 and Levi 

xviii, 3-4, it is not improbable that the first part of Judah xxiv 

was originally intended for the savior from Levi under whose 

leadership salvation will be brought and justice will prevail. And 

then the sceptre of the kingdom of the ruler from Judah shall 

shine forth. This theory is supported by the fact that in these 

chapters in the Testament of Judah, the superiority of Levi over 

Judah is stressed; and it may be that the exposition of Nunn, 

xxiv, 17 (“There shall step forth a star out of Jacob”) in the 

Testament of Judah xxiv, 1 (“and after all these shall a star arise 

to you from Jacob”) suggests the star of the new priest in the 

Testament of Levi (xviii, 2-3: “And then shall the Lord raise 

up a new priest . . . and his star shall arise in Heaven”). In the 

second part of the chapter, in verse 5, we have the expression 

“sceptre of my kingdom” which hints at the second part of the 

same verse in Num. xxiv, 17 (“and a sceptre shall arise out of 

Israel”). An exposition of Num. xxiv, 17 on two different persons 

is also found in the Covenant of Damascus VII, 18-21,81 where the 

“In the Hebrew text “IJHTD” instead of “’jnTB,” i.e., 1 instead of \ In some 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (so the Isaiah Scroll A) the 1 is sometimes written with a 
short stem and is almost indistinguishable from the \ 

w Cf. supra, III. 

378 



174 harvard theological review 

sceptre is expounded as meaning the future prince of the congre¬ 

gation. We may assume here too that the verse is expounded to 

mean the new priest from Levi and the future king from Judah.82 

The Testament of Judah gives special emphasis to the superior¬ 

ity of Levi over Judah; we also have here a prophecy of a future 

king from the tribe of Judah, and perhaps of two anointed ones 

from Levi and Judah. 

Issachar v, 7: And Levi and Judah were extolled by the Lord even 

among the sons of Jacob; for the Lord gave them an inheritance, 

and to Levi he gave the priesthood and to Judah the kingdom. 

“After this paper was completed a study by K. Schubert, Testamcntum Judah 
24 im Lichte der Texte von Chirbet Qumran, appeared in the Wiener Zeitschrift 
fur die Kunde des Morgcnlandes, 53, 1957, pp. 227-236. Schubert also points out 
the close similarity between Test. Judah xxiv and the messianic expectations of 
the Dead Sea Sect. He even attempts to reconstruct the Hebrew original of this 
chapter, drawing upon the theological terminology of the Sect. His conclusions are 
founded on the Hebrew text that he reconstructed. This experiment is most en¬ 
lightening; but on the other hand if we recast the Testaments into a proposed 
Hebrew original we cannot, in the present state of research, use that reconstructed 
text to prove a point. 

Schubert is inclined to regard Test. Judah xxiv as referring to the anointed of 
David, and only in verse 1 does he find an intimation of the two anointed ones. 
Schubert’s theory is based on: (1) a reconstruction of verse 1 as follows, 
“p*i*n treso 'raws opn dicco spyio naiD inr -p iriKi” (mova being an 

emendation of which the Greek indicates). Here Schubert seems to find a 
clear inference to Num. xxiv, 17, “There shall come a star out of Jacob and a 
sceptre (tsic') shall rise out of Israel,” and as this biblical text is connected, in 
the writings of the Sect, with the expectations of the anointed ones of Aaron and 
Israel (vide supra), the beginning of Test. Judah xxiv points to the same figures. 
(2) Schubert’s theory is also based on several terms or expressions which are tradi¬ 
tionally connected with the Davidic Messiah; some of these in verses 5-6, verses 
which are undoubtedly intended for the Davidic future king; but one of these terms 
“nraif” appears according to Schubert in verse 4, which in the Greek versions be¬ 
longs to the first part of Test. Judah xxiv, i.e., that part of the chapter which I 
regard as applying to the anointed one of Aaron. 

It is especially on these two points that Schubert’s reconstruction is, at least, un¬ 
founded: (1) In verse 1 he retranslates the Greek into Hebrew, ^ mpn” 
(and a man shall arise from my tribe but the Greek <nripfia usually 
means seed, and never a tribe or sceptre. If we reject this unfounded emendation 
there is nothing more to support Schubert’s view that in this verse the sceptre of 
Num. xxiv, 17 is mentioned or even implied. (2) In verse 4 Schubert translates, 
“pity rm (sic.) fnnn” (He is the “shoot” of the God most high). The Greek 
word /3\aerror which Schubert translates as “no^” (the inverted commas are in 

Schubert’s German translation) is used in the LXX for some Hebrew words con¬ 
nected with growth and sprouting, but never for “nD¥.” The word for in 
the LXX is usually "AyaroXy. Cf. also Van der Woude, ibid, (supra notes 9, 59) 
pp. 206 f. 
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Here we have hegemony among the tribes to Levi and Judah; 
priesthood to Levi and kingship to Judah. 

Dan v, 4: I know that in the last days you shall depart from the 
Lord, and you shall provoke Levi to anger and fight against Judah 
but you shall not prevail against them. For an angel of the Lord 
shall guide them both; for by them shall Israel stand. 

Dan v, 9-10: And so when you return to the Lord you shall obtain 
mercy and he shall bring you into His sanctuary, and He shall 
give you peace and there shall arise unto you from the tribe of 
Judah and of Levi (& rfji <j>vA.?js IovSa mu toO A«vt) the salvation of 
the Lord. And He shall make war against Beliar, etc. 

Charles 83 regards the word Judah in verse 10 as an interpola¬ 
tion and reads: “there shall arise unto you from the tribe of Levi 
the salvation of the Lord.” According to him this is to be proved 
from the fact that in the text before us we have “from the tribe 
of” and not “from the tribes of.” But it is much more probable 
that the word “tribe” is to be regarded as the interpolation, and 
the original text was “from Judah and Levi” or “from Levi and 
Judah.” The rest of this verse “And He shall make war, etc.” as 
well as the previous verse (Dan v, 9) is concerned with God and 
not with Levi or Judah.84 

According to the Testament of Dan, the salvation of the Lord 
shall be from the two tribes Levi and Judah. This testament does 
not concern itself with the historical priesthood or kingship; 
this has already been dealt with at length in the previous testa¬ 
ments. 

Naphtali viii, 2-3: Do you also charge your children that they be 
united to Levi and to Judah. For through Judah shall come the 
salvation of Israel and in him shall Jacob be blessed. For through 
his tribe, etc. 

“ Charles, Greek Versions, p. 138. 
“The verse which comes after these cited above, Dan v, 11, “And the cap¬ 

tivity shall He take from Beliar; the souls of the saints, and turn the disobedient 
hearts unto the Lord and give to them that call upon Him the eternal peace,” evi¬ 
dently concerns God, and not the human savior, even though in the text that is 
before us it is written that He shall turn the disobedient hearts, "unto the Lord” 
and not “unto Him.” 
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Here apparently the salvation of Israel is only in Judah, al¬ 

though Levi is also mentioned. Charles 85 emends the verse as 

follows: “For through them (Levi and Judah) shall come the 

salvation, etc.” SegalSG offers the reading: “For through Judah 

shall come the salvation of Israel and in Levi shall Jacob be 

blessed.” But the whole passage shows definite signs of Christian 

elaboration, and in verse 3 we even find a characteristic Christian 

expression such as: “Shall God, dwelling among men, appear on 

earth.” We cannot, therefore, place here too much importance 

on the exact wording, but the general meaning is the supremacy of 

the two tribes Levi and Judah. In Naphtali v, 3-4 there comes a 

vision in which Naphtali sees Levi grasping the sun while Judah 

seizes the moon, i.e., the supremacy of Levi over Judah is most 

clearly stated. 

Gad viii, 1: Do you also tell these things to your children, that they 
honour Judah and Levi for from them shall the Lord raise up 87 
salvation to Israel88 

In the Testament of Gad we have salvation of Israel in Judah 

and in Levi. Like the Testament of Dan, it does not concern itself 

with the historical priesthood and kingship. 

Joseph xix, 11-12: 

Greek and Slavonic 

Recension 

Do you therefore my children ob¬ 
serve the commandments of the 
Lord, and honour Levi and Ju- 

“ Charles, Greek Versions, pp. 155 f. 
86 Segal, op. cit. (supra note 56), p. 133. If we follow Segal’s suggestion, we 

have only to read instead of i.e., the error was already in the Hebrew 
text of the Greek translator. 

87 avareXet — this word may mean "arise” as well as "raise up.” 
69 awTTjptav — so in the Greek Mss. c, g, h, i, and in the Armenian Version. We 

have to prefer this reading to the reading of Ms. b — curfjpa, only according to 
the reading of this one Ms. can we interpret the verse to mean that the Lord shall 
raise up the savior of Israel from the two tribes. The reading in Mss. a, d, e, f — 
(TojTTjp has a Christian character, for according to this reading the verse means that 
there shall arise (cf. the preceding note) from the two tribes the Lord savior of 
Israel. 

80 According to the translation of Charles, Greek Versions, pp. 211 f.; Testaments, 

pp. 195 f. 

Armenian Version 89 

And do you my children honour 
Levi and Judah for from them 
shall arise the salvation of Israel. 
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dah. For from them shall arise 
unto you the lamb of God who 
shall take away the sin of the 
world saving all the nations and 
Israel. For his kingdom is an 
everlasting kingdom which shall 
not pass away, but my kingdom 
among you shall come to an end 
as a watcher’s hammock which 
disappears after the summer. 

For my kingdom which is among 
you shall come to an end as a 
watcher’s hammock which will 
not appear after the summer. 

In the Greek Version we have expressions such as: “The lamb 

of God who shall take away the sin of the world saving all the 

nations” which is most clearly a Christian interpolation. The 

expression: “For his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom which 

shall not pass away” also seems to be of Christian origin. Where¬ 

as the shorter Armenian Version seems to be nearer to the origi¬ 

nal.90 The main difference between the Armenian and the Greek 

in the parallel parts is in verse ix. Whereas in the Greek we have: 

“For from there shall arise unto you the one who shall save,” i.e., 

a savior from the two tribes, we have in the Armenian the non¬ 

committal: “For from them shall arise the salvation of Israel.” 

Here too we are to prefer the text that underlies the Armenian 

version; for in other Testaments (Simeon vii, i; Dan v, io; Gad 

viii, i; etc.) we do find in the Greek as well as in the Armenian 

the same formula: “Salvation of Israel” or “Salvation of the 

Lord,” as applied to Levi and Judah. The kingdom that shall 

come to an end, in these verses from the Testament of Joseph, is 

the Northern Kingdom of the Ten Tribes. Of Levi and Judah 

it is here simply said: “Do you therefore my children honour 

00 Cf. Charles, Testaments, p. 191. Christian interpolations are also found in the 
Testament of Benjamin xi, 2. In one of the Mss. (c). we find: “And there shall 
arise in the end of days one beloved of the Lord from the tribe of Judah and 
Levi, a doer of His good pleasure in his mouth.” In other Greek Mss. and the 
Slavonic recension we have here a passage most clearly pointing to Paul. On the 
other hand in the Armenian version Benjamin says about his own tribe: “And I 
shall no longer be called a captain of robbers and a wolf on account of your rav¬ 
ages, but one beloved of the Lord and a doer of the good pleasure of His mouth” 
(cf. Gen. xlix, 27; Deut. xxxiii, 12). Cf. also Charles, The Greek Versions, pp. 230 f.; 
Segal, op. cit. (n. 56 supra), p. 133, n. 17. 
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Levi and Judah for from them shall arise the salvation of Israel.” 

From the texts we have examined, and they are all the texts 

in the Book of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs which con¬ 

cern this subject, we have obtained a consistent picture.91 King- 

ship from Judah and priesthood from Levi in the historical past 

as well as in the messianic future; hopes for the salvation of Israel 

in Levi as well as in Judah; superiority of the priesthood over 

kingship, i.e., of Levi over Judah. We do not have in the Book 

of the Testaments a savior or ruler who will emerge from both 

tribes, nor do we have a concentration of the offices of king and 

priest in the hands of a ruler from the tribe of Levi. 

A similar attitude to priesthood and kingship is found in the 

Book of Jubilees. According to Jub. xxxi, 9 ff., Isaac blesses in a 

spirit of prophecy before his death Levi and Judah; he lays his 

right hand on Levi and his left on Judah as a sign of the superior¬ 

ity of Levi over Judah.92 He also blesses Levi first. In this bless¬ 

ing (xxxi, 13-18) the holiness, greatness and glory of the sons of 

Levi are described, and their great honor as servants of the Lord 

and teachers of his Law, who bless the people in the name of the 

Lord. They shall be judges and princes and chiefs to all the seed 

of Jacob. The blessing over Judah (xxxi, 18-21) is much shorter, 

and the stress is on the rule of Judah as king, his strength in war 

and power, and the fear of the nations before him. The blessings 

91 Table summing up the attitude to Levi and Judah in the different Testaments: 

Reuben Simeon Levi Judah 
Issa- 
char Dan 

Naph- 
tali Gad Joseph 

Superior¬ 
ity of Levi 
over Judah 

vi:7,xx xxi:i-2 

xxv: x—2 
v:3-4 

Priesthood 
to Levi; 
Kingship 
to Judah 

vi:8,io vii:2 viii:n-i6 v:7 

Salvation 
of Israel 
in Levi 
and Judah 

viirx v:4,7 viii:2-3 viiirx xix:xi 

The new 
priest at 
the end 
of days 

vi:8 vii:2? xvili: 1 ff. xxiv:i-4? 

The 
messianic 
King at 
the end 
of days 

vi: 12 vii:2 ? xxii:2-3 

xxiv:s-6 

92 According to Jub. xxxii, 8-9, Levi officiated as a priest in Bethel before his 
father Jacob and also received from his father tithes. Cf. also Jub. xxx, 18-19; 32:1. 
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in the main apply to the historical Levi and Judah, but the picture 
given by the author of the Book of Jubilees (who belonged to 

the same sectarian circles83 as the author of the Book of the Testa¬ 
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs) is in accord with the description 
of the future messianic time in the Book of the Testaments, which 

is also most probably that of the author of the Book of Jubilees. 

V 

The doctrine of the two anointed ones, one from Aaron and 
the other from Israel (i.e., David), and the special position of the 

anointed of Aaron as against the anointed of Israel is rooted in 
the particular social and religious background of the sects at the 

time of Hasmonean rule. It is only in sectarian writings that 
we find this doctrine clearly expressed and expounded. 

Indeed the anointed ones of Aaron and Israel are not saviors 

in the true sense of the word, but leaders of the people in the time 
of salvation, and we also find a cosmic redeemer appointed from 
the beginning of time, who is hinted at in sectarian writings84 and 

explicitly mentioned in related works.85 But there is no real con¬ 
tradiction between this superhuman figure and the anointed ones 

of Aaron and Israel. And furthermore in later eschatological sys¬ 
tems we find a savior with both human and cosmic characteristics 
that cannot logically be combined. The most celebrated example 
is Jesus, who is regarded in the Gospels as both human and divine. 
In a lesser degree we find this feature in Judaism too.86 Moreover, 

the different aspects of the character of the savior and the various 
eschatological systems left their mark even after they had passed 

" Cf. supra, I. 
** The wondrous councillor whose supernatural birth is described in The Thanks¬ 

giving Scroll (iQH III, ro f.); cf. also, J. Licht, The Thanksgiving Scroll. Jeru¬ 
salem, 1957, pp. 51, 76 2. (Hebrew). 

”The Son of Man in the Ethiopic Book of Enoch, chs. xxxvu-lxxi (The Simili¬ 
tudes of Enoch). Cf. H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic’, New York, 
1946, pp. 58 2. 

80 Cf. P. Volz, Die Eschatologie der jiidischen Gemeindc im Ncutcstamcntlichen 
Zeitalter, Tubingen, 1934, pp. 173 2.; J. Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel 
(Trans, from the 3rd Hebrew Ed.), New York, 1955, passim. 
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away, and we find in rabbinic literature97 as well as in Christian¬ 

ity 08 traces of a priestly Messiah. 

The central position of the anointed of Aaron in the eschatolog¬ 

ical system of the Dead Sea Sect is the result of a long historical 

development on the one hand and of the circumstances of the 

formation of the Sect on the other. The rise of the priesthood to 

a position of authority and rule in Judea had already begun after 

the return from Babylonian exile, and at the end of the Persian 

period, or shortly afterwards, the high priest was already ruler 

of Judea and its official representative to the foreign governing 

power; even the changes which came over Judea with the rise 

of the Hasmonean house maintained the rule in the hands of the 

high priesthood. In the prophecies of Zechariah in the vision of 

the two anointed ones (iv, 1—5, n-14) and the prophecy on the 

shoot (vi, 12-13) the high priest already appears as equal to 

the future king, or at least not much inferior. In the song of 

praise at the end of the Book of Ecclesiasticus we also find, along¬ 

side the benediction “to Him that makes a horn to sprout for the 

house of David” (li, 12), the benediction “to Him that chooses 

the sons of Zadok to be priests” (ibid.). Even after the upheaval 

that took place in Judea, when the Hasmonean house arose and 

the sons of Zadok99 came down from their exalted position, the 

07 Cf. Cant. Rabba 2: 29; Bab. Sukkah 52b, etc. Cf. Ginzberg, op. cit. (supra 
n. 56), pp. 411-428; Grintz, op. cit. (supra n. 1), p. 32. Some hints of a priestly 
Messiah are probably also found in Karaite literature; cf. N. Wiedcr, The Doctrine 
of the Two Messiahs among the Karaites, Journal of Jewish Studies, 6, 1955, 
pp. 14-25. 

09 Cf. Hebrews, passim. Cf. also Y. Yadin, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Jerusalem, 1957, pp. 36-55. On 
efforts to find the conception that the Messiah is also a priest, in other books of 
the New Testament, cf. F. Friedrich, Beobachtungcn zur messianischen Hoheprics- 
tererwartung in den Synoplikcnn, Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche, 53, 1956, 
pp. 265-311, esp. pp. 275 ff. 

90 The Hasmoneans, who were provincial priests and belonged to the division of 
Jehoiarib (1 Macc. ii, 1) most probably did not belong to the house of Zadok. 
The fact that the blessing, “to Him that chooscth the sons of Zadok to be priests,” 
which comes in the song of praise at the end of the Hebrew Ecclesiasticus (li, 12) 
is not repeated in the later prayers, and that the whole song of praise does not 
come in the Greek translation of Ecclesiasticus, may show that from the time of 
the Hasmoneans and onward the sons of Zadok did not generally officiate as high 
priests. The special emphasis in the writings of the Dead Sea Sect that the men of 
the Sect separated themselves from the remainder of the nation under the leader¬ 
ship of the sons of Zadok (“When they shall gather [in the assembly to] walk 
according to the Law of the priests sons of Zadok and the men of their covenant 
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leadership of the people and the rule of the country was yet 

retained in the hands of the high priests. 

The beginning of the Dead Sea Sect was after the sons of Zadok 

came down, but not a long time afterwards; the leaders of the 

Sect were descended from the sons of Zadok 100 who strove to 

restore their former glory. The Sect grew most probably from the 

extreme pietists, the Hasidim, at the time of the persecutions of 

Antiochus IV'.101 These fled to the desert, hid in caves and gave 

their lives to uphold the Torah (i Macc. ii, 29-42). Among them 

were also priests from the aristocratic house of Zadok. Evidence 

of the presence of priests of high lineage among them is preserved 

in rabbinical tradition on Jose ben Joezer, who was most pious 

in priesthood — nilflMtP TDn (Mishnah Hagigah ii, 7), and was 

also the uncle of Yaqum-Alcimus,102 the high priest at the time of 

persecution of Antiochus. We learn of the conservatism of those 

circles and their adherence to the leadership of the house of Zadok 

from the fact that the Hasidim were ready to accept the peace 

offers of that same Alcimus who was made high priest by Antiochus 

who forsook [the way] of the people, they are the men of His counsel who kept 
His covenant in the midst of wickedness”; Rule of the Congregation Col. I, i f.; 
cf. for the proposed readings iQS V, 1-3; etc.) also probably shows that the Has- 
moneans did not belong to the family of Zadok. And one of the reasons for their 
severe antagonism to the Hasmoncan high priest (The Wicked Priest iQ p. Hab. 
passim, cf. M. H. Segal, The Habakkuk Commentary and the Damascus Fragments, 
JBL, 70, 1951, pp. 137 ff.) was most probably that in their opinion the Has- 
moneans were not properly qualified to act as high priests. 

100 On the status of the priests in the Sect, cf. iQS II, 19-21; IX, 7; Rule of the 
Congregation Col. II, 13-14; CD XIV, 3; and especially on the status of the sons 
of Zadok, iQS V, 2-3; Rule of the Congregation, passim; etc. On the leadership of 
the Sect from its foundation by the son of Zadok, cf.»supra note 99. It is most prob¬ 
able that the founder of the Sect, the Teacher of Righteousness, as well as the Inter¬ 
preter of the Law (the leader of the Sect after him) belonged to the high priestly 
family of Zadok. That the Teacher of Righteousness was a priest we learn from the 
fragments of a Pesher to Psalm xxxvii published by Allegro (PEQ, 1954, pp. 69-75) 
where it is said, “its interpretation concerns the priest the teacher of righteousness” 
[p-T!*]n mio insn ty nefS» p. 71, Col. II, 15). Cf. also iQ p. Hab., II, 7-S; and 
further fragments from p. Ps. xxxvii (J. M. Allegro, JBL, 75, 1956, pp. 94-95). 
The Interpreter of the Law was also most probably a priest, as we learn from the 
fact that the interpretation of the law was one of the offices of the priests (cf. 
iQS V, 9-10; VI, 6; CD XIII, 1-3; XIV, 6-8); this is affirmed by his position, in 
the various texts dealt with above, as the leader who is to stand at the end of days 
together with the Davidic king. 

On the history of the Sect cf. the works mentioned in note 5 supra. 
102 Cf. Gen. Rabba 65: 18 — Jakum of Zeraroth (i.e., Alcimus) was the nephew 

of Rabbi Jose ben Joezer of Zcrcdah, etc. 
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after Menelaus (2 Macc. xiv, 3, 7), mainly because he was from 

the legitimate high priestly family (cf. 1 Macc. vii, 12-14). It 

seems most probable that a considerable number of the Hasidim 

and especially the priests sons of Zadok among them were op¬ 

posed at a later date to the taking over of the high priesthood 

by the Hasmonean house from the sons of Zadok. And when the 

rule of the Hasmonean house was made permanent and the high 

priests from the Hasmonean house embarked upon wars of con¬ 

quest, entered into political alliance with Gentiles and adapted 

themselves to the ways of life of the Hellenistic rulers, this 

opposition intensified. At the same time, during the reign of 

Hyrcanus I or even earlier, the priestly Teacher of Righteousness 

arose, who was most probably from the Zadokite family of high 

priests, and organized the Sect103 as a united and compact body. 

This Sect separated itself, as we have already remarked, from the 

mass of the nation and considered itself to be the only true Israel. 

The striving for redemption of the Dead Sea Sect, the fact that 

for hundreds of years it had been customary to see in the high 

priest the only ruler and leader of the people, and the central posi¬ 

tion of the sons of Zadok in the Sect brought about the formation 

of a doctrine which placed at the head of the congregation of 

Israel in future times a high priest — the anointed of Aaron. But 

the unlimited authority of the Bible, which the Sect shared with 

the rest of the people of Israel, required the appearance of a 

Davidic Messiah in any eschatological system where redemption 

is brought by earthly persons. And so, when they formed this 

image of an eschatological priest, they could not disregard the 

prophecies on the house of David in the Bible; and they placed 

at the side of the anointed of Aaron the anointed of Israel, that 

is, the king who would arise from the house of David. 

According to the Dead Sea Sect, the anointed of Aaron would 

probably arise from the family of Zadok, from which house the 

leaders of the Sect came. On the other hand, families whose de¬ 

scent from the house of David was confirmed no longer existed 

in Palestine at that time either inside or outside the Sect.104 But 

103 Vide CD I, 7-10, and cf. supra note ioo. 
104 Cf. J. Liver, The Problem of the Genealogy of the Davidic Family after the 

Biblical Period, Tarbiz, 26, 1957, pp. 229-254 (Hebrew; English summary ibid, 
pp. I-III). 
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the hope for an anointed of David was not connected with the 
physical presence of a family tracing its descent from the house 
of David at that time. This hope was connected with the belief 
that the house of David did exist inside the nation, even if it was 
not known who its representatives were, and the Davidic Messiah 
would appear at the appointed time, even though before his ap¬ 
pearance his identity might be unknown. The announcement of 
the coming of the future time and the establishment of the iden¬ 
tity of the anointed of Aaron from the house of Zadok and the 
anointed of Israel from Israel — the Sect, are among the functions 
of the prophet who would arise at the end of days.105 

The doctrine of the two Messiahs in the Book of the Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs is identical, as we have shown, with that 
found in the writings of the Dead Sea Sect; and those parts in the 
Book of the Testaments which are concerned with the Messiahs of 
Judah and Levi belong either to the Sect itself or to circles close 
to it. We have no evidence at all for the existence of a doctrine 
of two Messiahs outside the Dead Sea Sect and its related circles. 
From the decline of the Hasmonean kingdom onward we find the 
belief in a messianic ruler from the house of David in Israel in 
full force, while in the apocalyptic visions in the Book of Daniel 
which belong to the time before the Hasmonean rule, there is no 
terrestrial Messiah at all.100 It may not seem improbable on 
the face of it that the doctrine of two Messiahs — the one from 
Aaron being the more important — should arise among the ad¬ 
herents of the Hasmonean priestly rulers, but these were well es¬ 
tablished in their rule and it is rather far-fetched to assume that 
they encouraged eschatological hopes whose realization would 

108 Vide iQS IX, io-ii, “until the coining of a prophet and the anointed ones 
of Aaron and Israel,” and cf. i Macc. iv, 46. See also Silberman, op. cit. (supra 
n. 10), where this question is dealt with in detail. 

108 The expression anointed one (rveto) nevertheless occurs in the Book of 
Daniel. In Dan. ix, 25 “one anointed the prince” is mentioned and in verse 26 it is 
said, “And after the three score and two weeks shall an anointed one be cut off.” 
No eschatological ruler is meant here but only a king or high priest, according to 
the usual meaning of this term in the Bible, The period of the first of these anointed 
ones is after the Babylonian exile and he is usually identified with Cyrus (cf. 
Isa. xlv, 1), Zerubbabel or the High Priest Joshua. The other anointed one is 
usually identified with the High Priest Onias IV who was removed from office by 
Antiochus IV. Cf. J. A. Montgomery, The Book of Daniel, Edinburgh, 1927, 
pp. 378 if.; A. Bentzen, Daniel, Tubingen, 1952, pp. 74 f. 
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limit their authority. Insofar as we have evidence, during the 

whole period of Hasmonean rule the belief in a future messianic 

king from the house of David was present as a vague hope for 

the very distant future.107 This belief was general, and only 

among sectarians was there added the figure of a priestly Messiah, 

and the doctrine of two Messiahs peculiar to them took shape. 

We may assume that in its later history the Sect underwent a 

certain development which gave more prominence to the future 

expectations connected with the house of David. That this really 

was so we learn from the new texts from Qumran Cave 4 where 

more stress is placed on the Davidic future king than in most of 

the other texts. This development most probably happened after 

the persecutions which the Sect underwent, and after the disap¬ 

pointment at the delay in the coming of expected salvation.108 It 

is also possible that the general trend at the time of the decline of 

Hasmonean rule — which brought about the rise of the hope for 

107 For the belief in a future king from the House of David among the Has- 
moncans and their adherents, we may turn to the words that the author of the 
First Book of Maccabees puts into the mouth of Mattathias in his last speech 
to his sons, “David for being merciful inherited the throne of kingship for ever” 
(1 Macc. ii, 56), which furthermore implies a belief in the eternity of the House 
of David. In the same trend he tells of the confirmation of Simon in his office, 
“and the Jews and the priests are well pleased that Simon shall be their prince 
and high priest for ever until a true prophet shall arise” (1 Macc. xiv, 41;. 
Appointing a permanent order “until a true prophet shall arise” may be regarded 
as proof that the Hasmoneans distinguished clearly between the duration of their 
rule and the future salvation; for the coming of the true prophet is the first stage 
towards that end. Compare the use of that same formula in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
(cf. supra n. 105). On the other hand, the fact that the Hasmonean rulers pro¬ 
claimed themselves kings and the early Halakhah regards them as the legitimate 
kings for their time (cf. G. Alon, Sinai 12, 1943, p. 25 ff.; Hebrew) may teach us 
that the Hasmoneans and their adherents, as well as the people and the Pharisee 
rabbis, regarded the hope for the renewal of the Davidic kingdom as an expectation 
for a distant future age. And cf. the Baraitha in Bab. Talmud Sotah 48b, “Come 
and hear: When the First Temple was destroyed, the cities with pasture land were 
abolished, the Urim and Thummim ceased, there was no more king from the 
House of David. And if anyone incites you to quote ‘And the governor said unto 
them that they shall not eat of the most holy things till there stand up a priest 
with Urim and Thummim’ [reply to him] as when one man says to another ‘until 
the dead revive and the Messiah son of David comes’ (i.e., it is only a phrase for the 
very remote future)”; also cf. Yer. Kid. 4:1. On the other hand the pious author 
of the Psalms of Solomon, who wrote at the time of the last Hasmonean princes, 
after the Roman conquest of Jerusalem, and hoped for redemption and salvation 
in the near future, accuses the Hasmonean kings of having usurped the throne 
reserved for the descendants of David (Ps. xvii). Cf. also supra n. 52. 

10RCf. Flusscr, op. cit. (supra n. 6), pp. 97 ff. 

389 



THE DOCTRINE OF THE TWO MESSIAHS 185 

a Davidic Messiah — influenced the members of the Sect indi¬ 
rectly. This trend found expression in sectarian writings in the 
emphasis laid on the prominence and royal status of the Prince of 
the Congregation at the end of days, who is explicitly called “the 
Shoot of Righteousness, the Anointed of David”; but all this with¬ 
out leaving to any marked degree the framework of faith and doc¬ 
trine which traditionally prevailed in the Sect, and most probably 
without giving up the central position of the anointed of Aaron 
in its eschatological system. 
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£ XU ti^Ui.X^UL L'CHCid CQ3LIU M„e, XQli Xidl.a^lC! CCClXlUrt iQLL Xi^iUl UCL" 

xl'cl" uciu ae, lc L'Lrx* iuxu ta ctdudi cuaua ^adia- 

u'ux urm can cam anew ixxau iA <r.a nxau <L'„ il'OQ'.cu uix cue xux cu 

acausiue uauL' ae, uaxu ua^auu uiciti' uicuu cauxu ^eu* uc iluu iu xu uc 

cu.ce cue iuuu a<ru xi^a u oSiu* acl ccuau cu.t14.t1u xi xsal <;l'<5<;iu He, uidu 

QCIU' AUCXtUS /fyl CQLGL CCLCIU L" C "LC UUX UdiGl ^iL' CXU' LCi LUCLX1 ''» 

z a• xua.a<ia' cacix <;«uuun, <qll x^l'i ecu • • • cliull' aciL" do, «: 

i He, cue iu ecu Hat u«oxl' cui^uu ucxia uxciuxiC' ue,d c' Ha, zis- 

"xrl t,iu xt,iui t,LC iluu xuiu uc q^x uaax: xd L'iSi^a auiu 
dicduu. He, hUilo tun xu URdinu fixaa: 
auiUi' eixiua ti^iu xt,iui dicuc^i ^ua t,XRU.x<.a uxuliO ccct, <■• xvt,a caua 

ri^iua xt,u cuuUL t,ua «dia hull* did rjcl ucca ua duria' duru 

«uau tru«,u US4 di^idiu ei<^u<.a raai d,ru cut,RiL ucc^i* 

uuuci dit, u,,u iu‘ it,dia cl cuicta ae, ue,u<. x^uu ducu lc 

xit,a xd cglcuo mHua xt,L" cxril' cu ^wSriL xtuct He, rti^Ri uu. 

IRLCU dlt, iLUi CCi, dULL 

hscjuLU lriui me, u^RiL uca t,x xriL' tedt, RdiGUL" diui cunic iLUi <2ua 

t,X GUIU RIU I* Xt,l Ul Ct, L’lLidlU UCUCLXGUU dlCdlUaLl He, LC iL'tLU s’ RUl 

UQiLX' diuix ica tHe,\. u^giu xiui uc aci^a Ssqu «cxl' di^x lmj x«<.l xd 
uarti, edieu icur^c L'ddiiLia cl" actXiQ d,uccix xu lc tuuu xuiu llc a^x 
«mL l’qu:(.x cacu' aa- cau^cu di^ UQiCtX uacm' cu riqc uuU (U, c^4d,u 
esud„ diMiuciu cticix iO' c* eu, cusau uc^c^u me, lc tuiLu xgal ^uqkJ 
ixi^i He, adia ruliI XGdiL ^ril ruiL lcli "xcu ix^uiRX lc curI cl 
CRQS.GL CdlCU dtC' X’ dlD CRQL Lvll C^C<.l L%Cu Cd LC iL’lLL' d,C<.l XCtt '• 

UIX Ul CRUXiUU L’LXdUrU me, UHXU ULCidiU C/5iL CULLdX' 

CdJCLU XU L'GLCJiQ L’CiULXGuQ URlSCliQ UiUSiG <^Cl Hi, XRILX CC^i IU’ 

UQiLX RUlL UQiGILiQ He, Ci^lu X^tUl dltU^l <^l ^UCQ IL" ICiCUuR tOCD 

d,ud,l uddiu uraal <^lU He, Ximuui lc iUilu xuiu llc Qi,x 

CIRICU CU CLCU' 

^Ud^lUL' Rl L'RdlUU Idlidl CCIUU <^UXiL XidlilUl dl^ XUL RUCHi L'U^RIL' 

CiLiU d,rtRlL He, CliCR UlLUQ’ i^GiCL C(^ iLlSU' m UdCICU CilUL' dlXGdlL 

LC iUILU XUIU LLC Q^X UQiLX TRCU Cil X^L' XRILXi CCi^ dlXil 

u, lc laacu cHu' 1,4' luiU ucasai ae, ctau uluiu" 

<icu ae, ULi uatiu' 

am uc tuuu xuiu uuc uaax 



$ su acuiul cud 4* 

L'lSU1 USL1' W&V 4’ «• tlOCil' CiCUU t'U<;«ll' ciL v So, 01" 

s 4iox 40' c icc*4 04tcl caaua d^a- odie iu tuaea csau ot4Uu xu 

v acuud w is.c icc»4 «4tcl: a c 4 • 

icadie 4^1 ed cdseu xueiu al uaieSruiu diGdei xu itUi cc<^ 
aaxieSiu U4Qa^e44a-e<.x^4U• 

di^ xaiex ur due <^iae' /nucujum uccduu di^ ec 4Uieu uucu cewaul 

dlUCXCU UGCXCl^UU QB^SXaU Xtl CtCI^UU i^CXe X^ rdl XU C04UUI UOdUlMJ 

Ssau duo rxac4P ^eu eudimi ucGdau di<^ ec 4Uieu csSC4l iu1 xu,p eiau' 

uucu4P up u^t«. x^uu c^iae' uigsu GQ4cmuu.QiC4dP4C4U aicudu1 iup 

^cxieu' use cxl ^zsc<.l uacxci^iu adia uduc did diu uadieiu 

tdesi xu usaeiu udiiuu dicuG4QU uasauu ixu eiwuuiu 

GQ4cmui0' duu dicciiri xi dics^i cxl ueata eeaa^a^x^a auas^i. 

icxl audieeu udix^u: au tea <^diiC4 uuce* uxa tdi cxl ed uce^a 

uitad etud <^i ix^ui au«,u 41 iaiae <^1 au diaiae* 

ca4eu diuu^ua uaiScaa axGdiU4Q ^diGici di\ cl' auil. udtciu auude^u* 

t4ii diuix <^eic rcat^ c^ udtGiu auudcuwr esie diet 4cuu el cSu<.u uixu,e" 

a 4Cix cl eie* iC4ixx cu up er4p CSC44C4P x^u auil. e4Qaxca «qu4P lauil 

ueeidua cut ^uiedi xu cixi di^ utix^' xi cau s&S^e ^euu i^uueudi ecu. 

etc axae4ua di^ xaiex4 cc«v diel CSC44C4 utxi^u' Stad cfodei cucx4P 

x«^x xp cdiuu xu uuua e'oduutu di^ x^u 0 <^u di<^ ec 4Uiee" caxx uce^ uduc 

cSsp- xu cadicua di^ xaiex4 cc<^ xue;Q ugq usul uadULe adia eur 
ceuc ^aeu 

acucu' diec date1 eeu cS^ uiuu eu;u Seu' diuSul uaditU; uca cu adia 
4diex^ rdt4 Sul* xi^P' use udiuu c«.l diC4 uu^uip uix useiu' aex seiu 
di^ ec 4Uieu CCS44U u'^aev <^au <^x cx cl eie cap uc4Gie4P' dici ct4 
di<^ ec 4Uieu CCS44U u"au4,/ cSie auu^u udir4 cx ^uditc uu^cmui 
uexdul uix X4CGieaa4C4 tuix at^u xu laru dii, ucxi^u’ luix uducu ^uaiuui 

xacp' 4/a uce^ r4ce Ct.1 diu uu^ua u«a.4Q' did ucu di^ uu^u 
C4iax ec4Gie4 ^u ^4U eduu ^xpaiu,,*1 
xae 4 xae <^u: %guu uaxu eic<l, (cexditu eV idial ax; xae 1 x,,^: did 
lux UX4CCX 4iax ec4GiL4 uu? ixcSi^ cau cui^ux ccueeSx* x,,^: udc„u ax4 
^u x^ui i^ec emeu xuiu eec a^x UQ4ex: xae4Ui' xax4 <^x XU4 adi4Ui 

&auin.ccu.nn di^ ec 4Uieu s,adi4U Si^u ra al uu^u ucx: "exae 

cdueu dieexu xu eiui dii, ec tuieu* 
uaidep caus4uu udiuu did, uaxu uuacditu* idetc ^lae* dieeu cu cu^u ie" 

X4rarQ4C4U C4iue* cucee <^u <^ec 4Uicu' diet eie s,x 4Cix cta4i' x<^x ^ 

ei.di4U iu at^u cxigI ue.adiaSu diec 4Uieu uil X4G4U adi4U4U 

Se ucx i,x U4QUC4 ^u' acxl iX4^L X4QUC4 ^u» »• 

x„4: X4C4 4ieS * ci,u xi X4U c^u 1 x„<^: x<.u aeS1 ec Xdit xae: UC4 xae ^u: 

amaiua madiu 4IC41U tc«.ic4 uxueil cl eie cx* x»^: cuuc^ui xi caiai 1 
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ei UXU tl^LdU" vJQ' 

ucxia: cuieiu t» c t uiqU ca* w usu¬ 

al CUUttOl litLOtk at, QXCHLk* 6LSI' Ha, ZS—89' ifi <;uiQkl» XU L'BduU 

II UU! CQBU Slid' £L *s 'Z06I *ui[.i3g *1 ‘uaiuoiAqcg ai uspnf oiq' 

oi tit, tiu; ctiua ac, aaixv io uuaqak cuiau s-c* lu (cl' a£»t)- 

6 Sk, di.ai.cau LMUka qaaU cl auutLV aau ka' aud a- 

W Xqil' Ul<UU UkUllkQ • • • C' Ua, UI IdSLl! £>• 

8 Uul jj ‘Ofj, ’s *9821 ‘utjjag '£ a 'sjipiipsoQ oipsiuioy -uasxuuiojkj- 

i (.XI! qi.%1 UlSu: ii- 

taUll UQUkkUU UUkUlU GUICU k!7l : UXQ Xkl Ctkd,u Xi^kUl UVa^kdU 
uduusa uaduuau* xu adial at, xiul uxkauu ugoi uxacu tuucxU* 

uxau uu xi ta d^ ^dusu Ru cikLu uxcicu dirtuau ^ ^uc kuau cxiau rucu 

dWSXCl XU UGkQUl UCMUUtU UUCit ^UUd XU Ud<l* IXQ k& CU' CUCUUCl' Ql 
Hud itGcai uutaau ia^ uc kUiuu caicf aaxiurtiu uauxtkka uacuo* 

cuua ia<^ u*u* 
C1XU tCUU iU^CU UUQkQU UOadJUI CdUC UlUQ dlUiD dl^ kUlU CC^ LCkdIU. 
cueuu* a^caii ««ua ruuCkQ idc^u xigl aucuumu* dq <^usu cacxiuuu 
cc<^ cial L’uucLUti cU cu icu ua <^ucix uuaul xu uauauu uGUQkU. 
cclu' ca^ca ca/Suc tauaca ccauu* c;x cuu ^rau au mu uu^a ca<^ sum 
cuugu duciUkU rxciuu xuu ensue* caGLL mark lxu cuq' ensue' ximo 
ca^ uaxu uun&u* fl^ut at, dicQacaU ^a^cul tuciu <^cL duxaiu man uuq 

xu;a ru cuuia uaxc ueu ruuma icx cigcu ruq cauxkuu uuxiairu 

Uki ua ULXiaUkQ utlqc^l dduu UkUkUa ca<n ui5LCka.uaurG^ka- 
uturkX' ciux auQkX' qiux' CGLk ruia* ixuLkQ' duacn cci^ uatcu i^Gkd 
axiufiiu x^u* aa <^ua «i^a ^uitk Giacuux' ruuux (carcaudau c«dsu)' 
^caa cau. tCkiu lnlcq* Ut cau diktus ^ UkU n<^tdu a uuxiail' cauUOkt Si, 
qc^q ca^ kUiu cc^ luuduu undikUkiu rucu* ucucl itLCkQ uuglxi ^kiaiCkUQ 
cduca uduu aiakUkiu u' xi^a cauxkuu uoMuru tac, uaxu ULCkUkU cuucu 
ca^ GtiSkQ uaiLkD ^mu cc^ cacuauai Si, ki.a ca^uau uc wmt USU.U 
Ckl ucik lglq‘ cauk uaitxaiu uiti^cikiu ai, xiuu udiGL" tuar ^culu xutcu 
<^u.ia 4UU&U.LUI adikUkU i^kXic uGkQUU uu uuuctiauiu ud/aiu iu««uactu 
uauiCkQ* carcaci s„i amt ac, ggx cu rxu* xi^a- uaxiu/Uu la^Uka ua 
aa iSus ^kUiu cc<^ cu^u" ck,cu qc^q au, G^Ok uSkU ox icauu at, uiacUkQ 
iaaou qcc; «uru ^uuacki ca^ auci rtUkd iuo* tXkl oad' caaxiuS auxiCk iu 
cxl CkCuau can cuuUx luukouu cqigu /a<^ caru 6sz xi cuun^uu caru 09Z s' 
kUitk cc^* xcx waiUkD .a^ uuuaiUkO cururui ca^ ggx cu rxu* iCkOiiu kacu 
xu cauira i' ioaiL uaua idrxiua uLUkU ia<^ uciciakO uuuakU U^u U^ua' Si, 
ai, ucaua^u UQXQrkUU ^ca^cnt* caiuu ca<^ GtkUiu uuau cxi <^ua ^gui5 t^ursut 
kuuu u' caUkU xu UkkU caial. cixiu carkQ' uiL ca^uu kUQkU nuiSuJu i5a i5i,iuu 
aiariu u&auQ iai, u«xu uca^k<akU' Gdut xu mu cc^ aoGu axiu^iu autkkcr 
uarkUl i,mSL laul ul carucii ^uuiiiuuiu tUkU.a/akUkU cuita <a<^ u„u* uuci 
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aua ^uuxx^ cicicu* 
aiuai cxigi Xtcacatc* ^canx uxix^ m? urn ccc^ xu eii^uua x^x xi^u 
q^x UQcLX raw ^ xuia xcuuxt cc^' tua xao auuua cauu' 

au afiu^u aau ux^ua uixaiua uix auc *uuu xuiu tuc 
iu dau x^ au uxt^wa uricuia xa ^xf 
«uau cc^v x^a xU caicl ^ueu* ucus a^ aaa* xa xara un ^uxiu cadu. 
^uxiu cuuuui icauiu Uauuau a&l tfuu ^tcxiri u,am utGa<, a^ uc 
acuua ^ui&u xu uc tuiuu aaju^ auaxsa x^u* x^x axoau cxaiu ^a^u* 
xara muc!' axa xwux cca<j cxiuu u«u iaucu ^ctto u^auiu uzui a<^ *jua 
Ci.uu ^aiai cuxu* cua' xa tcui uuxaiua a^ x^uu, ua uau.ua cadxu* 
aru^cai cm ci.au m <Siau uaa aun ^suau £4 tuL uuax^u" xi^a xU 
u^cu" aua cx«a <,uun u^cu ic&dua 4Gua u^cu a^x ruauau cuxu <U u,,u 
uluL' axiuu ecu uuafti uucxta i aac£a a^ x^u<. x^ta* camera afar* 
^UGi^U l tUU &£i Cl' ICt X^Ul CUX^U ^ <^UC tUU.U CU OU UlCU UGi^U 

41x41a Giuun xu* acl uucl caxx cqguux uu»4 ixc*au "ua^L cducL« caiciua 
ua auuua ^au* uxatuxuj Guaia acutua ^us^u uuuL* x^a <3au cadxu 

ucuu x«yx a^ x^m ua oGd xsxu aed uicuu* aica a^ uucua uxoiua 
14X uuat l^x uuu t^x uuat* icaxuu axx 41.UI. ua^L cducL ixx«* 
4n ccuciu ca' c: "X„4 x^uu 4uc iuau xuux uuc q^x uaax: x,x uuuu 
arux^u 41 41c «tuu aaia Suu £4 asa ugqiC* udam Si, x^u iu raou 



Power 
Jacob Neusner 

i. Jewish Powerlessness 

From the perspective of the Sasanian government at Ctesiphon, 
the Jews, like other minority communities, did not exercise much 
power. They fielded no armies, exerted no influence in affairs of 
state, controlled no appointments in the government bureaucracy, 
shaped no foreign policies or domestic programs. For example, Jews 
may, at least for a time, have served as canal inspectors. However, 
they did not decide whether and where to build canals, nor did they 
supply the capital needed for construction. 

Their prosperity and their very lives depended upon the imperial 
regime. In times of war they were mere pawns. In a.d. 363 when the 
Roman emperor Julian invaded Babylonia, his historian, Ammianus 
Marcellinus, reported that a Jewish town was razed and the inhab¬ 

itants fled. They were able to return only after Shapur IPs brilliant 
strategy forced the Roman invaders to retreat. But the Jews them¬ 
selves had done nothing to contribute to shaping or effecting that 
strategy. The government was able to move populations here and 
there in its empire. From Armenia, Jews and Christians were de¬ 
ported to Persia; neither group had much say in their removal. How¬ 
ever, generally the exalted Sasanian king of kings and his ministers 
looked benignly on the Jewish group, did what they thought good 
for them, served as patrons for their welfare, and, on the whole, 
made a success of it. 
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The Jews, for their part, looked to “the King of the king of kings, 
the Holy One, blessed be he.” As discussed in Chapter One, they 
sought in their own way to exercise another kind of power, that 
which derived from heaven. On earth they regarded the trivial affairs 
of their villages and towns as having supernatural importance. If 
their activities seemed petty to the great ministers of state, to the 
people of the villages they did not. This was quite natural. While 
one may have wanted to share in the decisions on whether Iran 
should go to war against Rome or whether the state should intensify 
its investment in the water supply and agriculture of a vast region, 
he could exercise a say-so concerning only humble matters: food 
served on the table, conduct in the local marketplace, prayers said 
in the synagogue, planting crops, raising children, and making mar¬ 
riages. Somewhat paradoxically, these seemingly petty matters were 
understood by the rabbis and by ordinary Jews as well to be of 
greater weight in the final determination of world history than the 
amassing of vast armies and the siege of great cities. 

At the head of the Jewish community from the first century 
onward stood the exilarch, the ruler of die Jewish community in 
exile. He was supported by the Iranian government in power, first 
the Parthians, later, after an interval, the Sasanians. His authority 
over the Jews depended upon that support. Normally, Jews could 
not appeal over his head to the government, and his decisions there¬ 
fore had the effect of law for Jewry. He certainly wielded the force 
necessary to carry out his will. He collected the governmental taxes 
levied upon Jewry as a whole and transmitted them to the court at 
Ctesiphon. He represented Jewry at court, when needed, and effected 
government policies among the Jews. At the head of the state stood 
the all-powerful king of kings, radiating power through various 
bureaus and departments of government down to the farms and 
streets of the empire; at the head of the Jewish state-within-the-state 

stood the exilarch. 
The exilarch’s government consisted of local bureaus, or courts, 

which adjudicated disputes, supervised commerce and trade, en¬ 
forced the law, collected taxes, and did all the other things at the 
village level for which the exilarch was responsible to the court at 
Ctesiphon. As will be seen, the staffing of some of these local courts 
by rabbis was at first an effort to secure better-trained and more 
effective, disciplined administration. The neat pyramid described 
abcp&e was a fantasy. For several reasons no government could ac- 
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tually work as efficiently as the scheme suggests. First, communica¬ 
tion was poor. What was done in a village could not be readily 
supervised, nor could errors be rapidly rectified. The will of the 
exilarch might be expressed, but an intervening, second-level 
bureaucracy which would oversee the work of the local courts was 
rarely available. Local prejudice, custom, and vested interests 
thwarted the ready realization of the exilarch’s—or the emperor’s 
—wishes. Second, regardless of the authority at the disposal of the 
exilarch, he would have required a considerable police force to 
oversee and carry out his policies. The Jews did not live in a single, 
compact territory, but were spread through the canal system of the 
region. One man could not be everywhere. Even under the best 
circumstances, government in antiquity was considerably less efficient 
than it is today. 

The power available within the Jewish community may be char¬ 
acterized as derivative, episodic, and inconsequential. It derived 
from the wishes of men and from forces external to Jewry. Depen¬ 
dent upon local practices, it was effected only when instruments for 
its realization were present, and these were available not routinely, 
but only on occasion. And what Jews did, did not make a great deal 
of difference in the larger world in which Jews found themselves. 
Therefore, when one speaks of power and of the structure by which 
power was organized, mediated, and brought to bear, he must use 
incongruously grand concepts to explain trivialities. That structure, 
as observed, was loose, fragile, and one-dimensional. It consisted of 
a power-center—the subordinated exilarch and his little adminis¬ 
tration—with local authorities standing in a loose relationship to 
the center, in control of the administrative courts of the villages 
and towns. 

ii. The Exilarch 

The exilarchate began to function effectively in the second half 
of the first century. Whether it actually was older than that—possi¬ 
bly dating back to the time of Jehoiachin at the beginning of the 
sixth century b.c., as was commonly believed—cannot be said. How¬ 
ever, the only concrete information presently available about the 
politics of first-century a.d. Babylonian Jewry contains no reference 
to an exilarch, even while discussing important matters in which an 
exilarch, if there were one, should have been involved. 

46 

399 



POWER 

During the troubled time in the first half of the first century, when 
one Parthian pretender after another seized the throne, Babylonia, 
like the rest of the Parthian empire, enjoyed no secure government 
at all. As noted in Chapter One, two Jewish brothers, Anilai and 
Asinai, during the confusion seized power in central Babylonia, 
ruling not only the Jewish communities but the whole area. They 
set up their own government, which lasted for nearly two decades. 

The chaos began to abate with the rise of the Parthian emperor, 
Vologases I, in the middle of the first century a.d. While the inde¬ 
cisive struggle between Parthia and Rome, ending in about a.d. 65, 
may have weakened his government, a number of his constructive 
efforts curbed the power of the Parthian nobles and established a 
secure frontier with both Rome and Armenia (although Roman 
preoccupation with Palestine from a.d. 66 to 73 must also be con¬ 
sidered as a factor). Vologases I achieved something which had been 
unknown in Parthia for more than half a century: he held power 
through several decades, managing to avoid both foreign disasters 
and internal strife. His foundation of Vologasia, near Seleucia- 
Ctesiphon, doubtless greatly assisted the expansion of the silk trade 
with China on the east and with Palmyra and the Mediterranean 
coast, and this increasingly profitable trade probably provided new 
financial resources for the throne. 

If the story of the Jewish “barony” of Anilai and Asinai in and 
around Nehardea from ca. a.d. 20 to 36 is historical, then the Par¬ 
thian central government must have had to give considerable atten¬ 
tion to the government of this numerous ethnic minority. The very 
position of the great areas of Jewish settlement required it, for the 
Jews formed a large segment of the settled population around the 
winter capital of Ctesiphon, the Greek city of Seleuda, and the new 
emporium at Vologasia. The Jewish population surrounding the 
heart of the empire had to be suitably governed. From the Baby¬ 
lonian Jews' establishment of their own state in ca. a.d. 20-36, it 
must have been clear to the reforming administration of Vologases 
that Jews in Babylonia were not adequately controlled. 

What choices were open to the Parthian authorities? First, they 
could, of course, ignore the problem, allowing events to take their 
natural course in the Jewish territories and settlements. This was 
manifestly unsatisfactory, for Vologases sought to establish effective 
government and could not overlook the inevitable chaos that would 
have resulted from ignoring the behavior of the Jews in Babylonia, 
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where his capital was located. Second, they could attempt to include 
the government of the Jewish ethnic groups within the territorial 
sovereignties of other places. The Jews around Seleucia could have 
been placed under the Greek authorities of that city (as doubtless 
those in the city itself were). But this course of action would have 
been unsatisfactory, since the Greek cities at this time were not the 
regime's most loyal adherents. Furthermore the Jews and the Greeks 
hated each other; the Greeks had fought Anilai and Asinai. And the 
Jewish settlements were too extensive for incorporation into sur¬ 
rounding political units; at the same time they were not sufficiently 
compact or concentrated to form a separate unit. 

An ideal solution was to establish among the Jews in Babylonia 
an ethnic authority of their own, much like that which probably 
existed after the destruction of the first Temple in Babylonian and 
in Achemenid times. If such an authority could develop and win 
the loyalty of the Jewish population to the regime, then the Parthian 
government would have accomplished several useful purposes. First, 
it would assure an effective government in the Jewish villages and 
towns and over Jewish minorities in the Greek and Iranian settle¬ 
ments. Second, it would secure the peace of strategically vital terri¬ 
tories near the capital. Third, in time the Parthians might make 
use of the authority so constituted to advance their own foreign 
policy through an exploitation of the Jewish authority's connections 
with Jews in Roman Palestine. There is every evidence that some 
Jews in Palestine and throughout the upper Mesopotamian valley 
did act in a manner favorable to Parthian interests at a number of 
crucial points in the second century. Thus it was in the interest of 
the Parthian government, both during its period of reorganization 
under Vologases I and afterwards, either to found or to encourage 
and support the foundation of a Jewish ethnarch, or exilarch, in 
Babylonia. 

A further factor played a part in Parthian consideration of the 
Jews' administration. The destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem 
in a.d. 70 posed a serious problem to the Parthian government. In 
former times, Babylonian Jewry, like that in other parts of the 
diaspora, had been loyal to the Temple. Pilgrims went up to Jeru¬ 
salem, and Temple collections of a hali-sheqel were gathered regu¬ 
larly in Nehardea in the south and in Nisibis in the north and 
forwarded in armed caravans to the Temple. The Temple authori¬ 
ties, for their part, sent letters to Babylonia to advise the Jews on 
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the sacred calendar and other religious issues. After the destruction, 

the authority of the Temple was assumed by the remnants of the 

Pharisaic party at Yavneh, where, with Roman approval, the powers 

formerly exercised by the Temple administration became vested in 

Yohanan b. Zakkai. The Parthians enjoyed the services of an ex¬ 

cellent intelligence bureau, and they must have known that the 

Palestinian Jewish authority would no longer be exercised by quasi¬ 

independent officials, but would be very closely supervised by the 

Romans. 

If the Parthians had been willing to allow a limited, and on 

the whole politically neutral, authority to be exerted from the Jeru¬ 

salem Temple over their subjects, they would never have permitted 

such authority to be exerted by what they assumed was a Roman 

functionary. On the contrary, just as the Romans sought to mobilize 

Jewish support and to use Jewish officials for their own purposes, 

so too the Parthians exploited the fact that within their hereditary 

enemy's territories flourished a large religious-ethnic group with 

strong ties across the Euphrates and a deep sense of grievance against 

Rome. They continuously tried to foment unrest among minority 

groups within the Roman Empire. The Romans, for their part, 

were keenly aware of the danger of leaving substantial ethnic groups 

to straddle their borders; for this reason they had invaded Britain 

and attempted to retain Armenia in the preceding century and a 

half. They were, moreover, deeply concerned about Jewish public 

opinion in Parthia, and as a public relations effort had hired Jose¬ 

phus to convey their view of war guilt to the Jews across the 

Euphrates. 

The evidence that the exilarchate was actually created at this 

time is slight; however, it ought not to be ignored. The silence of 

Josephus on this point is made very striking indeed by his testimony 

about how Jews actually were governed by Anilai and Asinai at this 

time. If there was an exilarch between a.d. 20 and 40, there is no 

evidence that he was of any import. He certainly did not exert any 

authority or affect events in any observable way. Evidence that an 

exilarchic line was founded after a.d. 70 appears in the list of 

exilarchs given in the Seder 'Olam Zuta (Small History of the 

World). Among those people listed from the time of the first de¬ 

struction of Jerusalem to a.d. 70, the Seder *Olam Zuta preserves no 

names or traditions worth taking seriously, and one may conclude 

that its eighth-century author had no reliable information on the 
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subject. However, the listings after 70 include names that are at¬ 

tested in other sources. Following is the list of exilarchs from ca. 70 
to ca. 275: 

And at this time Shemaiah died. And there arose after him Shekheniah 
his son, who is the tenth generation of Jehoiachin the King at the time 
of the destruction of the Second Temple. . . . 

Shekheniah died and Hezekiah his son arose. Hezekiah died and was 
buried in the land of Israel in the valley of Arbella in the east of the city. 
‘Aqov his son arose. ‘Aqov died and Nahum his son arose after him. 

There were sages with him, their names being R. Huna and R. Hinena, 

R. Matennah and R. Hananel. Nahum died. After him arose Yohanan his 
brother, son of ‘Aqov. 

His sage was R. Hananel. Yohanan died. After him arose Shefet his son. 
Shefet died. ‘Anan his son arose. When ‘Anan died Nathan remained in 
his mother’s womb. 

He is Nathan of §usita, Rosh Golah [exilarch]. Nathan died. After him 
arose R. Huna his son. Rav [d. ca. 250] and Samuel were his sages. 

Since Rav and Samuel date from the end of the Parthian period, we 

may conclude that the above list covers the period from ca. a.d. 70 

to 226. Some of the names on it, particularly Nahum and Huna, are 

attested in earlier sources; and the tradition recorded in Seder *Olam 

Zuta may well imply the beginning of sound information on an 

exilarch sometime in the latter half of the first century. 

The exilarchate in Parthian Babylonia, like the patriarchate in 

Roman Palestine, was the most convenient means to manage a po¬ 

tentially useful ethnic group’s affairs at home and to exploit its 

connections abroad. It was a way of annulling whatever influence 

Jewish functionaries of Rome might exert over Babylonian Jewry 

by providing an alternate, home-born authority, supported and 

closely supervised by the Parthian government. Both the exilarch 

and patriarch were backed by imperial troops. Judah, the Palestinian 

patriarch [ca. a.d. 170-210], had a detachment of Goths at his com¬ 

mand. The exilarch possessed an armed retinue. Both eventually 

achieved great spiritual as well as political influence over their re¬ 

spective Jewish communities. Each was created in part because of the 

destruction of Jerusalem. The patriarchate was a means of govern¬ 

ing internal Jewish affairs in which the Romans had no special in¬ 

terest, while at the same time keeping peace in Palestine. The 

exilarchate had the same function in Babylonia. At the same time 
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both were intended to prevent aliens from influencing Jews under 
their control; they themselves were to exert malevolent influence 

across the frontier where possible. 
In the second century, the exilarchate developed into a powerful 

instrument of government, with its agents enjoying the perquisites 
of the Iranian nobility. It inflicted the death penalty and governed 
the Jews by its own lights, enforcing its judgment with military 
force when it chose. If the several Jewish revolts against Rome, 
which at times were highly propitious from the Parthian viewpoint, 
were in fact instigated by its agents, and if the support given in the 
crisis of Trajan's invasion was the result of exilarchic influence, 
then the Parthians must have judged the exilarch to be a great suc¬ 
cess indeed. By the end of the second century, the exilarch Huna was 
regarded with a mixture of respect and apprehension in Palestine, 
where his claim to Davidic ancestry in the male line (superior to 
Judah’s allegedly in the female line) was recognized. Among the 
Jews and Parthians alike, the exilarchate played a major political 

and administrative role. 

iii. The Rabbi 

The rabbis were originally a Palestinian group. Babylonian Jews’ 
first contact with than may have antedated the Bar Kokhba War 
(ca. a.d. 132-135) by a century, but the rabbinical movement first 
established its characteristic institution, the academy, during that 
war. Refugee sages, fleeing the terrible struggle and its aftermath, 

settled in Babylonia. 
The main point of interest for this study is the exilarch’s relation¬ 

ship to the rabbis. In ca. a.d. 140 Nathan, son of the Babylonian 
Avilarrh, was sent to school under rabbinical auspices, and he later 
continued his studies in Palestinian schools. Several other Babylo¬ 
nians in the Palestinian schools, including IJiyya, his sons, and his 
nephew Rav, were probably related to the exilarch. The evidence 
thus points to the existence of a few rabbis from Babylonia, and a 
few others in Babylonia, in the second century. Generally those 
rabbis who lived in Babylonia were colleagues or disciples of R. 
•Aqiba and R. Ishmael, the leading masters in Yavneh before the 
Bar Kokhba War. Those who came from Babylonia were exilarchic 
relatives. When law-teachers came to Babylonia during and after 
the war, the exilarch must have provided the means for conducting 
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law schools, just as he had sent his son and was to send his relatives 

later to study in the Palestinian schools. 

The settlement of rabbis in Babylonia was encouraged by the 

exilarch in his effort to secure well-trained officials. What accounts 

for the pro-rabbinical sentiment of the exilarch? The exilarch must 

have had to contend with other Jewish authorities, particularly 

powerful local figures like Arda, Pyl-y Barish, Anilai, and Asinai. 

These potentially dangerous competitors for the rule of Jewry were 

seen to be “assimilated’' to Parthian culture. Babylonian Jewish 

officials were “Parthian” in many ways. They were upper-class Jews 

who possessed wealth and influence, much like the exilarch him¬ 

self. One good way of circumventing their influence over the ordi¬ 

nary Jews (who would have had much less contact with Parthian 

politics, court life, and, therefore, general culture) would have been 

for the exilarch to present himself as the protagonist of the ancient 

tradition of Moses, against the local Iranized Jewish elite competing 

with him for power. The exilarch would then have been able to 

claim that his rule was legitimate, not merely effective. When the 

people listened to him, they were obeying the Torah of Moses, and 

he therefore stood for the ancient revelation of Moses at Sinai. The 

local Jewish strong-men, however, ruled by force of arms, not by the 

right rules laid down by Moses. So the ordinary Jews would have 

been given good reason to favor the central authority of the exilarch 

over the local rulers. 

But how to establish such a public image? How better than to 

associate oneself with the Palestinian rabbis whose prestige had been 

rising ever since the destruction of the Temple, and who could 

send disciplined, learned, and charismatic rabbis to serve the 

exilarch, to help build his administration, and to bolster his claim 

of descent from David? Allegedly knowledgeable in the Mosaic law, 

the rabbis were believed to be holy men and were accredited with 

wonderful powers. Because of their standing in the community, 

they could lend prestige to the peculiar political claim of the 

exilarch. Against such holy men, what could local strong-men or 

powerful upper-class leaders offer? The exilarchate was a relatively 

new institution. Because of the terrible invasions and unsettled 

domestic conditions of the second century, the Parthian government, 

which had created the exilarchate, was unable to provide necessary 

support. As a result the exilarch had his hands full simply establish¬ 

ing his preeminence over other, older kinds of local Jewish authori- 

52 

405 



POWER 

ties. The Palestinian rabbis, as well as those Babylonians trained 

by them, provided a ready and inviting aid in setting up an effective 

and “legitimate” administration. 

Thus the rabbis served to enhance the legitimacy of the exilarchate 

by providing stronger theological foundations for the exilarch's 

political power and by attesting to the validity of his claim to be 

descended from David. Their learning, holiness, and magical powers 

won the assent of ordinary people to their legal and exegetical doc¬ 

trines. They were useful to the exilarch, for they could give him 

what he lacked: a means of influencing the masses, and a source of 

administrative talent and disciplined, reliable local leadership. In 

return the rabbis were prepared to collaborate with any political 

leader who would give them power over Jewry to achieve their 

religious program. Together the rabbis and exilarch might out¬ 

weigh the competing, centrifugal forces constituted by older, local 

grandees of various sorts and in various places. 

By the turn of the third century, the rabbinical movement in 

Babylonia included a few local authorities, such as Samuel, and a 

larger number of trained and authorized Palestinian rabbis. The 

movement hardly dominated Babylonian Jewish life, and it posed 

no threat whatever to the exilarch, who made use of rabbis for his 

own purposes and was probably glad to have more of them. The 

exilarch provided the chief source of financial support for the 

rabbinical schools and of employment for their graduates. He was 

equally eager to accept the credentials of Palestine-trained rabbis, 

and to authorize Palestinian rabbinical newcomers to serve in his 

system of courts as lawyers, judges, and communal administrators. 

The exilarch, moreover, was particularly anxious to employ men 

who could apply in Babylonia the newly promulgated Mishnah 

which had just been issued in Palestine by the patriarch Judah ca. 

a.d. 200. Whatever old traditions and ad hoc decisions existed in 

Babylonia, the new Mishnah had irresistible appeal. Based upon 

a viable and supple exegetical method, it was organized according 

to logical categories, and, most important, was advertised as the 

very will of God revealed, along with the written Torah, by God to 

Moses at Mount Sinai and transmitted from that time to the present 

by faithful prophets, sages, and rabbis. Still a relatively new institu¬ 

tion, the exilarchate was glad to associate itself and its administra¬ 

tion with so grand a prestige as accrued to the Mishnah in the minds 

of those rabbis who accepted the rabbinical claim of its origin in the 
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revelation of Sinai. Among these were the exilarch's own son 

Nathan; his relatives, Hiyya and Rav; and others close to him. He, 

too, therefore, was probably a believer. The exilarch claimed to be 

of the seed of David. How better to win the loyalty and conformity 

of ordinary people than to couple that claim with the equally im¬ 

pressive one: “In the Jewish courts we at last apply not merely the 

scattered, though hoary, traditions of our forefathers of the exile, 

but the whole revelation of Sinai itself." 

In the decades after the redaction and promulgation of the Mish- 

nah by the patriarch in Palestine, the exilarch gladly accepted its 

authority, and therefore hired men who would apply it—under 

exilarchic auspices to be sure. The rabbinical movement, small and 

possessing little influence and authority in Babylonia in the begin¬ 

ning, received the enthusiastic backing of the exilarch, who had 

earlier sent his representatives to the Palestinian schools. Whatever 

other schools there were must have either ceased to exist or begun 

to teach the Mishnah and its accompanying traditions, exegetical 

methods, and rules. In response the rabbis ruled that it was only 

with the authorization of the exilarch that one might judge cases in 

Jewish Babylonia. “Authorization" in rabbinic discourse meant 

actual bureaucratic appointment by the exilarch, and so an alliance 

was forged between the rabbis, needing political support, and the 

exilarch, requiring prestigious and qualified functionaries. 

iv. Messiah vs. Torah 

How did the two groups—the exilarch and his circle on one side, 

and the rabbinical estate on the other—understand, themselves, 

and explain to others the power they exercised over the Jewish com¬ 

munity at large? Two quite different claims of normative authority 

or legitimacy were put forward in Babylonian Judaism. Both were 

based upon myth, stories about or statements of ultimate reality in 

highly symbolic form. Although interrelated, the myths were differ¬ 

ent. One, the Torah-myth, served the purposes of the rabbis; the 

other, the Messiah-myth, was advanced by the exilarch. 

The rabbis’ political myth is examined in the following story (b. 

Git. 62a) about Geniva, a rabbinical master of the second half of 

the third century who was finally put to death by the exilarch of the 

day, Mar ‘Uqba: 
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R. Huna and R. Hisda were sitting, when Geniva happened by. One 
said to the other, “Let us arise before him, for he is master of Torah." 

The other said, "Shall we arise before a man of division?" 
Meanwhile he came, and said to them, "Peace be unto you. Kings, 

peace be unto you. Kings.” 
They said to him, "How do you know that rabbis are called kings?" 
He said to them, "As it is said. By me, kings rule” (Prov. 8:15, referring 

to wisdom), 
"And how do you know that a double greeting is given to kings?" 
"As Rav Judah said in the name of Rav, ‘How do you know that a 

double greeting is given to the king?’ As it is said. Then the spirit came 
upon Amasai who was chief of the thirty (I Ghron 12:18, continuing 
‘Peace, peace be upon you') 

They said to him, "Would you care for a bite with us?" He replied ... 

The story of his trial and execution is as follows (b. Git. 7a): 

Mar *Uqba sent to R. Eleazar [ben Pedat], "Men are opposing me, and it 
is in my power to hand them over to the government. What is to be done?” 

He drew a line and wrote to him, "/ said, I will take heed to my ways, 
that I sin not with my tongue, I will keep a curb upon my mouth while 

the wicked is before me [Ps. 89:2], that is, even though the wicked is 
against me, I shall guard my mouth with a muzzle." 

Again he said to him, "They are greatly troubling me, and I cannot 
overcome them." 

He replied, “Resign thyself unto the Lord and wait patiently for him 
(Ps. 87:7) that is, wait for the Lord and he will bring them down prostrate 

before you. Arise early and stay late in the academy, and they will perish 
of themselves." 

The matter had scarcely left the mouth of R. Eleazar when they placed 
Geniva in a collar to lead him to execution. 

The difficulty Geniva gave the exilarch Mar TJqba was based on the 
relationship Between the rabbi and the exilarch. Geniva and his 
party had said or done something the exilarch found extremely 
irritating, and the latter, having no capital jurisdiction over the 
Jews, handed him over to the Iranian government for punishment. 
The Iranian regime would, of course, properly support its function¬ 
ary's authority. 

Since the bulk of Geniva's reported sayings were quite standard 
rabbinical traditions, only the passage on the "double greeting" 
provides a hint of how he might have offended Mar TJqba. It may 
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be supposed that he had publicly declared something the rabbis 

previously kept to themselves: their belief that the exilarch, who 

judged cases according to Persian law, derived his authority not 

from knowledge of the rabbinical traditions but from the support of 

a heathen government; that he collaborated in the affairs of that 

government; and that such a person was not really qualified to ad¬ 

minister Jewry’s affairs. Instead the rabbis felt that since they them¬ 

selves were kings, they should rule. 

This threat to the exilarchic position could have elicited only one 

response—to put the troublemaker out of the way. Until that could 

be arranged, the exilarch would have encouraged other rabbis to 

keep their distance from Geniva, despite his obvious mastery of 

traditions. Indeed, R. Huna and R. Hisda, who was Mar ‘Uqba's 

teacher, were well aware of the dangers of associating with the "man 

of division." Their respect for his learning was tempered by their 

hesitation to have anything at all to do with him. Geniva for his 

part responded by quoting traditions deriving from their own 

master, Rav—traditions which they quite obviously did not know. 

By stressing their "kingship" he meant to point out the egregious 

quality of the relationship: they should not serve one lesser than 

themselves. They were rabbis, therefore kings, and Scripture had 

said so. 

The exilarch's political myth is revealed in a saying by one of 

his own rabbinical adherents, Nahman b. Jacob, who lived at the 

same time as Geniva. He stated (b. Sanh. 98b): 

“If [the messiah] is among the living, he is such a one as I, as it is said. 

And their nobles shall be of themselves, and their governors shall proceed 

from the midst of them (Jer. 30:21) 

As part of the exilarchate, Nahman saw himself in an extraordinary 

light. Jeremiah refers to the time of the Messiah when the fortunes 

of Jacob will be restored. The restoration would be signified by the 

Jews’ once again governing themselves. 

Nahman inferred that the rule of the exilarchate certified, and 

might in time mark the fulfillment of, that particular Messianic 

promise. Such a saying reflected the political theology of the exilarch. 

Being both scion of David and recognized governor of the Jews, the 

exilarch represented the fulfillment of prophetic hopes for the 

restoration of a Jewish monarch of the Davidic line. Hence his rule 

) 
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was legitimate and should be obeyed. Nahman's citation of Jeremiah 

provides one of the few glimpses into the way the exilarch explained 

his rule to the Jews. It shows that not merely Persian approval and 

support, but a wholly “proper” basis in Jewish genealogy and history 

provided the theoretical foundation of his power. By contrast, the 

rabbis maintained that not Davidic overlordship, but full obedience 

to the Torah would signify the advent of Messianic rule. 

The Davidic origins of the exilarch were first referred to in the 

time of Judah, the patriarch of Palestinian Jewry at the end of the 

second century a.d., in a colloquy between Judah and Hiyya (b. 

Hor. lib): 

Rabbi [Judah the Prince] inquired of R. Hiyya [a Babylonian related 

to the exilarch], “Is one like myself to bring a he-goat [as a sin-offering 

of a ruler, according to Lev. 4:23]?” 
“You have your rival in Babylonia,” he replied. 
“The kings of Israel and the kings of the house of David,” he objected, 

“bring sacrifices independently of one another.” 
“There,” Hiyya replied, “they were not subordinate to one another. 

Here [in Palestine] we are subordinate to them [in Babylonia].” 
R. Safra taught thus: Rabbi [Judah] inquired to R. Hiyya, “Is one 

like me to bring a he-goat?” 

“There is the scepter, here is only the law-giver, as it was taught, The 
scepter shall not depart from Judah, refers to the Exilarch in Babylonia 
who rules Israel with the scepter, nor the ruler's staff between his feet 
[Gen. 49:10] refers to the grandchildren of Hillel who teach the Torah 
to Israel in public.” 

The reference to Gen. 49:10, “The scepter shall not depart from 

Judah “ is striking, for it shows that the Davidic claim was tied to 

the exercise of political authority. So far as the Palestinians were 

concerned, the exilarch’s claim was taken as fact. 

As earlier noted, the rabbis believed that, along with the written 

Torah, God had revealed to Moses at Mount Sinai an oral, un¬ 

written Torah, which had been preserved and handed on from 

prophets to sages and finally to rabbis. Israel’s life was to be shaped 

by divine revelation; the rabbis alone knew the full configuration of 

the will of God, and their claim to rule rested upon the belief in 

the oral Torah. They thus clashed with the exilarch, who, using 

equally theological terms, maintained that he was qualified to rule 

because he was descended from the seed of David. Moreover, rab- 
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binic political theology ran counter to the widespread conviction 

of Jews that anyone holding political power over them had better 

be able to claim Davidic ancestry. 

The rabbis authenticated their claim to power not only by their 

teaching of Torah, but also by their knowledge of the secrets of 

creation—including the names of God by which miracles may be 

produced, and the mysteries of astrology, medicine, and practical 

magic—and by their day-to-day conduct as a class of religious 

virtuosi and illuminati. For their schools they eagerly recruited 

students who would join with them in the task of studying the 

“whole Torah," and go forth afterward to exemplify and enforce 

its teaching among the ordinary people. They were seeking totally 

to reform the life of Israel so that it would conform to the Torah 

as they taught it. They believed that if Israel would live according 

to the will of “their Father in heaven," then no nation or race could 

rule over them, but the Anointed of God would do so. History as a 

succession of pagan empires would come to an end; Israel would live 

in peace in its own land; an endless age of prosperity because of 

Israel's reconciliation with God would follow. So the issues were not 

inconsiderable. 

“How do you know that rabbis are called kings?" The reply is, 

“Scripture says, 'By me kings rule.'" Such was not the view of the 

exilarch, who wanted it to be believed that he ruled because he 

was heir of David. It is worth quoting the entire biblical passage 

(Prov. 8:15) to which Geniva made reference: 

By me kings rule 
and rulers decree what is just 

By me princes rule 
and nobles govern the earth. 

This passage was part of a key proof text for the rabbinical schools, 

for in it, “Torah" (which they believed they alone properly ex¬ 

pounded) is described as the beginning of the works of creation; as 

the foundation for right politics; and as the sole source of righteous¬ 

ness, justice, and knowledge. Torah came before creation, and so 

provided the design for the world. The chapter (Prov. 8:34-36) 

closes: 

Happy is the man who listens to me, 
watching daily at my gates, 

58 

411 



POWER 

waiting beside my doors. 
For he who finds me finds life 

and obtains favor from the Lord; 
But he who misses me injures himself; 

all who hate me love death. 

It was far more than a matter of power politics. When the rabbis 
read a reference to the gates and doors of Torah, they knew what 
it meant—the gates of their academies. 

The crux of the matter was: How was redemption to be gained? 
The rabbis believed it was through a legal reformation of Israel. 
The exilarch and his relatives thought differently, for Nahman 
supposed that their Davidic connection ought to prove sufficient in 
time to produce a Messiah, possibly even in their own day if God 
willed it. Redemption would proceed either from the academies or 
from the Davidides; the two were mutually exclusive. Beyond the 
concrete issues of the day, the question of redemption smoldered in 
the shadows, lending eschatological significance to a politics which 
was, from today's perspective, concerned with trivialities. “Torah” 
was central in the redemptive process. A legal reformation would 
effect “Torah” and so bring about the Messiah's coming. “All who 
hate me love death.” The exilarchs were seen by their enemies as 
hating Torah. Had the exilarch subordinated himself to the acad¬ 
emies and accepted their direction, the potential conflict between 
the opposing legacies might never have been realized. 

But the exilarch had a powerful claim too. He was of David's 
seed, and from him or from one of his relatives would come the 
Messiah. That claim was probably far older and better established 
in the mind of Babylonian Jewry than that of the rabbis, and for 
better reasons. The exilarch had no reason to subordinate himself 
to the academy, and he had very good reason not to. 

From the rabbis' perspective, the exilarch was a merely political 

figure, while they themselves were endowed with the sanctity de¬ 
riving from Torah, revelation. In modern terms, they would have 

called themselves “the church” and the exilarch “the state.” And— 
“By me, kings rule.” But the exilarch's viewpoint could not have 
conformed to theirs. As far as he was concerned, his rule was as the 
surrogate of the Messiah; indeed his presence was the best assurance 
that the Messiah would one day come—and would come from his 
own household. Israel was not rejected by God as long as she 
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governed herself, and the exilarch’s rule was therefore proof of the 

continued validity of the covenant, of the enduring Messianic hope; 

the scepter had not departed from Judah. Not a secular authority, 

the exilarch claimed to descend from David, to be the link between 

the rule of David in the ideal past and the rule of David in the ideal 

future. The Torah-myth thus came into conflict with the Messiah- 
myth. 

It cannot be said, however, that the exilarch, a ‘‘merely political 

figure/’ was alone in making use of a religious myth for political 

purposes. The rabbis too sought to control political institutions—the 

courts and administrative agencies of Babylonian Jewry. They 

wanted to make use of those political institutions for religious pur¬ 

poses, that is, to coerce ordinary Jews to conform to the Torah as 

they taught it. 

Both the rabbis and the exilarch claimed to be “the church” and 

therefore to be the state also. No distinction was recognized between 

politics and religion. If one ruled, it was because God wanted him 

to do so. If another obeyed, he obeyed heaven and revelation, not 

merely the arbitrary fiat of a temporarily powerful individual. So¬ 

ciety should be governed by God's law; on this, everyone agreed. 

The issue was, Who knew that law? And who should be the one to 

interpret and apply it? Political argument was phrased in theological 

language, and only by accepting the claim of one party and reject¬ 

ing that of the other can one be described as “the church,” and the 

other as “the state.” Political theory obviously was subsumed under 

the eschatological and Messianic issue: how is Israel to be saved? 

The exilarch certainly expected that someday the Lord would 

send the Messiah, raising him up out of the house of the exilarch, 

related as it was to the Davidic family. That commonplace theory 

probably represented the older political view of both Babylonian 

and Palestinian Jewry. It was believed that redemption would come 

in God’s own time, through David's descendant, and anyone pre¬ 

suming to exercise political authority over Jews had best begin with 

a claim to derive from the Davidic household. It is known that 

Davidic ancestry was alleged by practically every important Jewish 

figure in the political life of the late antiquity; included were the 

Hasmoneans, Jesus, the patriarchal family in Palestine, the exilarch 

—and even HerodI 

In Iranian culture, it was conventional to claim to be an heir 

of the Achemenids, Cyrus and Darius, for example. The Parthians 
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did so, not at the outset of their rule, but only in the first century 

when they found that military superiority no longer could sustain 

their throne. On the other hand, the Sasanians stated from the very 

outset that they were heirs of the Achemenids. Maintaining that 

the Parthians were illegitimate, the Sasanians asserted that they were 

the restorers of the ancient, rightful dynasty of Iran. The claim to 

be descended from a remote, glorious emperor was a widespread 

political convention in this time; what was strikingly unconventional 

was the rabbis' Torah-myth and its political expression. 

It apparently was not sufficient for anyone to claim rulership 

because he had power, because he was wise, or because custom dic¬ 

tated it. Jewish politics revolved around the Messianic issue. Others 

could obey because it was expedient or merely necessary, but Jews 

would listen only to the Messiah’s surrogate, obey only the word 

of God. In the humblest details of daily conduct they sought signifi¬ 

cance of grand, metahistorical dimensions. Ruling no government 

like other governments, Jews entered a fantasy in which what they 

did control, despite its worldly triviality, was believed to possess far 

greater significance than even the deeds of great and impressive 

empires held by others: “Others are ruled by the court of Ctesiphon, 

by the king of kings. We obey the King of kings of kings, the Holy 

One.’’ The debate centered, therefore, on what obedience to God 

entailed—whether God’s will was contained in the Torah of the 

rabbis or whether it was expressed through the rule of the exilarch, 

the scion of David. Theology imposed itself on politics probably 

because theology was all the Jews had left to render their politics 

worthwhile. 

v. Conflict of Myths 

The practical conflict between the power of the exilarch and that 

of the rabbis may best be described in terms of an issue debated in 

the early fourth century: Should rabbis pay taxes? 

The exilarch imposed and collected taxes, dividing them among 

Jews of various towns and groups, and transmitting them to the 

state on specified occasions. It would hardly enhance his authority 

if he could not impose his will upon everyone, including rabbis. 

Choosing to make the payment of the poll tax the decisive issue, the 

rabbis asserted that they were not like other Jews, but formed a 

special class which was subjected neither to the authority of the 
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exilarch nor to the control of the state. For his part, the exilarch 

saw no reason to change the status quo of nearly three centuries' 
standing. 

Why did rabbis choose just this time to claim exemption from 

taxation? A partial reason was that they were convinced they had no 

other correct course; furthermore, the time seemed promising. 

During the period from Shapur I's death in a.d. 273, to the end of 

the minority of Shapur II in about 325, the central government was 

distracted by disastrous foreign wars, the suppression of the Mani- 

chaeans, dynastic struggles every few years, and finally the centrifugal 

effects of the weak regency. When Shapur II came to power, his at¬ 

tention was drawn to international and military issues. The Sasanian 

government in his time never paid the Jews much attention while 

the revenues were forthcoming and nothing subversive happened. 

Both conditions were met. Subversion by the rabbis was not directed 

at the Sasanian government. So long as the full quota of head taxes 

was paid, it hardly mattered in the state who actually paid them 

or who did not. The Jewish question was an inconsequential local 

matter, and greater affairs of state must have occupied not only 

Shapur, who certainly was not even consulted on such a minor ques¬ 

tion, but also the ministers of Ctesiphon. 

Had it been otherwise, the ministers of Shapur would have been 

perfectly well prepared to investigate anti-government activity and 

to punish those they thought guilty. The same satraps and Mobads 

who in the fourth century tortured Christian monks and nuns, 

priests, bishops, and laity of Babylonia and Adiabene for not paying 

taxes were quite capable of persecuting rabbis, if not the Jews as a 

group, had they thought it useful to the security of the state. They 

did nothing of the sort; presumably they saw no reason to. 

Moreover, once the great persecution against the Christians had 

begun, in ca. 340, the exilarch could hardly have called to his aid 

those whose capacities for bloody mischief now stood fully revealed. 

Had he asked for state aid in suppressing the rabbinate as a class, he 

would have embittered the ordinary Jews against himself; and the 

record of rabbinical martyrdoms, accompanied by the conventional 

miracles done by both heavenly messengers and earthly saints, would 

have rendered him totally distasteful to common folk. So the 

exilarch at first was unwilling, and later quite unable to enlist the 

powers of the state. The state, unknowing and uninterested, paid 

attention to quite different matters. Still, in such a circumstance 
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rebellion against the exilarch was a chancy thing. The rabbis took 

that chance. 
The exilarch was prepared to grant unusual favors to the rabbis 

as an estate. They had special privileges at court; they were given 
advantages in marketing their produce. The exilarch was quoted as 
instructing Rava to see whether a certain man who was claiming 
rabbinical status was really a scholar. If so, Rava was to reserve a 
market privilege for him, so that he might sell his produce before 
others. Since the rabbis staffed exilarchic courts, it certainly was 
advantageous to protect them. 

The rabbis’ claim to be exempt from the poll tax was quite an¬ 
other matter, however. The exilarch could not exempt rabbis from 
the poll tax. One of the principal guarantees of continued peace for 
the Jewish community was the efficient collection of taxes, and the 
exilarch himself would have had to make up any deficit. All he 
could do was shift the burden of taxes to others, so that the rabbis’ 
share would devolve upon ordinary Jews. He was not ready to do 
so, and it is extremely unlikely that ordinary people would have 
wanted him to. The tax rates already were so high that poor people 
struggled to find the money to pay them. References abound to 
people’s selling their property, or themselves into slavery, to raise 
the necessary money. The state could not afford 'to compromise. 
War was necessary to protect its territory, including first and fore¬ 
most Babylonia itself. Armies were expensive, and contributions 
were required of everyone, particularly of those who lived in so 
rich and fertile a region. Moreover, those living closest to the capital 
were least able to evade the taxes. So the exilarch could hardly 
accede to the rabbis’ demand. The Iranians would not allow the 
lightening of taxes; the ordinary Jews could not bear an additional 

burden if it were shifted to them. 
The rabbis’ claim of tax-exemption was phrased in scriptural 

terms. They were certain that from most ancient times rabbis were 
not supposed to pay taxes and that it would be a transgression of 
scriptural precedent if they now did so. A positive claim was made 

by R. Nahman b. Isaac (b. B.B. 8a): 

R. Nahman b. R. Hisda [an exilarchic representative] applied the head- 

tax to the sages. 
R. Nahman b. Isaac said to him, "You have transgressed against the 

teachings of the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings. Against the Torah, 
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as it is written, Although he loves the people, all his saints are in your 
hand (Deut. 33:3). 

“You have transgressed against the Prophets, as it is written, Even when 
they study [lit.: Give] among the nations, now I shall gather them, and 
a few of them shall be free from the burden of kings and princes 
(Hosea 8:10). 

“You have transgressed against the Writings, as it is written, It shall not 
be lawful to impose upon them [priests and Levites] minda, belo, and 
halakh (Ezra 7:24), and Rav Judah explained, 'Minda means the portion 
of the king, belo is the poll-tax, and halakh is the annona [corvde].’ ** 

The several Scriptures are not of equal weight. The passage in 

Deuteronomy suggests that “his saints" (believed by the rabbis to 

be themselves) are in God's hand. Therefore, they do not require 

the protection of walls or armies and should not have to pay for 

them. Likewise, R. Judah b. Ezekiel had said that everyone must 

contribute to the building of doors for the town walls and gates 

except rabbis, who do not require the protection of walls and gates. 

The meaning of the passage in Hosea is quite clear: when the 

Jews study the Torah among the gentiles (i.e., in Babylonia), a few 

should not have to pay taxes; and these few, quite obviously, are the 

rabbis. The citation from Ezra explicitly states that priests do not 

have to pay the “portion of the king" or the poll tax. What was not 

made explicit, because everyone in the schools knew it, was that 

the rabbis believed they had inherited the rights and privileges of 

the priesthood, since study of Torah was now equivalent to the 

priestly offerings in Temple times. Therefore, according to 

Artaxerxes' order reported by Ezra, rabbis do not have to pay the 

head tax. This was plainly stated in Scripture, and the rabbis felt 

it was beyond question. Even the Iranian government should not 

impose the poll tax on them, they supposed. Rava threatened that 

the rabbis would apostasize (b. Ned. 62b); 

Rava said, “It is permitted for a rabbinical disciple to say, ‘I will not 
pay the toll-tax,* as it is written. It shall not be lawful to impose minda, 
belo, or halakh” (Ezra 7:24). 

Rava moreover stated, “A rabbinical disciple is permitted to say, ‘I am a 
servant of fire and do not pay the poll tax.* ** 

What is the reason? It is only said in order to drive away a lion. 

Rava’s remarkable saying that a rabbinical disciple could lie to evade 

the poll tax or even deny that he was a Jew, tells nothing about 
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what would have happened had he done so. The tax-collectors in the 

Jewish community were Jews, not Iranians. What Rava has in mind 

was a Jew telling the Jewish collector that he was an apostate. There 

might have been an implied threat: “If you do not leave me alone, 

I shall become a servant of fire.” It is doubtful that Rava imagined 

a rabbinical disciple would make such an assertion before a Mobad, 

who knew full well how to assess such a claim. His thought was 

that it was so wrong to collect the poll tax from rabbis, that the 

disciples could perjure themselves or even pretend to commit overt 

apostasy. It was a very strong assertion. 

The only sources currently available do not reveal what the 

exilarch said or did in response to the rabbinical tax rebellion. If 

Torah, Prophecy, and Writings are brought to testify, and public 

apostasy theoretically was permitted to a rabbinical disciple, one 

can hardly suppose that rabbis were not under pressure. The 

greater likelihood is that they paid their tax but resisted as power¬ 

fully as they could through their most effective weapons—ascription 

of their tax exemption to Moses, Hosea, and Artaxerxes, and public 

announcements of permission to evade the taxes by any means. 

The exilarch exerted great pressure, because he both had to and 

wanted to. The vehemence of the rabbis’ traditions on the subject 

must be interpreted as evidence of his success. 

It is not known whether R. Nahman b. Isaac ever managed to 

intimidate R. Nahman b. R. Hisda, or, for that matter, whether any 

young rabbinical disciples actually lied to the tax-collectors. It is 

known, however, that Shapur II’s police from a.d. 339 to 379 exe¬ 

cuted Christian tax-resisters. Since there is no evidence of “martyr¬ 

dom” of rabbis because of nonpayment of taxes, it is very likely 

that there was none. The rabbis protested, but they must have paid. 

To the exilarch, that would have been all that really mattered. 

But the rabbis would have been embittered not only because they 

had lost money, which would have especially bothered the poorer 

ones, but also because they were forced to transgress their religious 

convictions about their own rights and privileges. Their view of the 

sanctity of the rabbinate is clear: they were the “saints” in God’s 

hand. It was a sin for them to pay the poll tax, and it was a still 

greater sin for the exilarch to force them to do so. 

The exilarch had to respond publicly to the criticism and dis¬ 

loyalty of hostile elements in the rabbinate. His response probably 

would have taken the form of propaganda which would have been 
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not less venomous than that of the rabbis. To begin with, he would 

have stressed his descent from the house of David, for that was the 

foundation of his politics. He would, moreover, have alluded to the 

cost to other Jews of the rabbinical tax exemption and maintained 

that the rabbis refused to pay their fair share of the rising imposts. 

The rabbis wanted to establish a second Jewish government, which 

the Persians would never allow. “In these troubled times, when 

Christians are giving evidence of what happens to minority-com¬ 

munities that fall afoul of the state/' the exilarch would have 

pointed out, “it will not pay to solicit Persian hostility!" 

Furthermore, according to the exilarch, the condition of the Jews 

themselves would have provided the best testimony to the soundness 

of exilarchic rule: “Consider the fact that while others are perse¬ 

cuted, Jews are secure. Chaos reigns everywhere, but at home there 

is order, or as much order as responsible government can bring 

when faced with such dissident, provocative elements." The exilarch 

could therefore have concluded his message by asking, “How many 

wish to enslave themselves to pay heavier taxes so that rabbis may 

now enjoy the full benefit of their private, fantastic, and self-serving 

scriptural exegesis? Not all rabbis, to be sure, but only a minority 

of them are guilty of such intended subversion. Most of them remain 

loyal to the house of David and its living representative." The living 

representative was, of course, the exilarch himself. 

Three centuries earlier, Yohanan b. Zakkai, excluded from the 

bastions of power in Jerusalem and displeased with the Temple 

priesthood's administration of its holy office, had found a suitable 

polemic in the words of Qohelet 4:18, Guard your foot when you 

go to the house of God and be ready to hearken. He said that it was 

better to listen to the words of the wise than to offer the sacrifices of 

fools, meaning the ancient priesthood. Now his words found an echo 

in the saying attributed to Rava (b. Ber. 23a): 

And be ready to listen. Rava said, “Be ready to listen to the words of 
the sages, for if they sin, they bring an offering and carry out penance.” 
It is better than when fools give. “Do you be like fools who sin and bring 
an offering, but do not do penance." 

vi. Reconciliation 

During the next fifty years, from ca. 330 to ca. 380, the exilarch 

was able to reassert complete control over the rabbinical schools. At 
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the same time, however, he made certain that his functionaries and 
heirs received an excellent rabbinical education. So in effect he 
capitulated by becoming a rabbi himself, that is, by getting a sound 
knowledge of the Torah as taught by rabbis. But he insisted that 
the schools where Jews became rabbis remain under his very close 
supervision. No true victor can therefore be designated in the 
struggle for power in the Jewish community. The rabbis rabbinized 
the exilarchate; the exilarch exercised substantial control over the 

rabbinate. 
These two groups suffered in a disaster which occurred during 

the reign of the Sasanian emperor Peroz, when both leading rabbis 
and the exilarch, believing the Messiah would come in 468—four 
hundred years after the destruction of Jerusalem—foolishly acted 
upon the consequences of that belief. Jewish government was wiped 
out. It was an ironic denouement. The rabbis followed the exilarch’s 
Messianism and endorsed it. If, therefore, the exilarch was “rab¬ 
binized,” the rabbis were “Messianized.” The two theories were 
united; the two parties suffered together. 

A detailed examination of this disaster will set into perspective 
the consideration of power within Babylonian Judaism. The essen¬ 
tial weakness of the Jewish community and all its institutions, in¬ 
cluding both the exilarchate and the rabbinate, become apparent in 
this study. Until ca. a.d. 450, Judaism had been a licit religion. After 
that time, for dose to half a century, Judaism was treated as an illidt 
religion, and some Jews were punished for practicing it. To find a 
similarly severe crisis one has to look backward to the brief but 
virious Hadrianic repression following the Bar Kokhba War. First a 
review of the Peroz catastrophe as it appears in several sources and 

traditions: 

R. Nahman b. R. Huna died in the year 455 A.D. Then a persecution 
took place, for Yazdagird [the Iranian king of kings] decreed to annul 
the Sabbath. 

(Letter of R. Sherira Gaon, ed. B. M. Lewin 
[Haifa, 1921], pp. 94,1.12-13; 95,1.1-2) 

In the year 455 R. Nahman b. R. Huna died. And Argazur [sic!] the 
King of the Persians decreed against our fathers that they profane Sabbaths. 
In the year 468 Rabbah b. R. Ashi died. In the year 471 R. Hama son 
of Rava died. Huna b. Mar Zutra the exilarch was killed, and the Jews 
were given over to the government. In the year 467 the schools were 
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destroyed. And they decreed against the Jews to be subject to Persian 
law. And Rabbah Tosfa’ah died. 

(Seder Tannaim ve Amor aim, ed. M. Grosberg 

[London, 1908], Chapter II, p. 65) 

A later tradition provides the following account of the insertion of 

the Shema* in the Qedushah, the sanctification-prayer: 

Because in the time of R. Nahman, Yuzgard [sicl] the king of Persia 
decreed that the Shema* should not be read. Forthwith what did the sages 

of that generation do? They decreed to include it in the midst of every 
Qedushah. . . . And why did they decree to say it by swallowing [= 
inclusion elsewhere]? So that the Shema* should not be forgotten by the 

children. And they sought mercy from heaven. Thereupon a serpent came 
at noonday and swallowed Yuzgard the king in his bed, and the decree 
was annulled. 

The Letter of R. Sherira further states that an important rabbi died 

in 459 at the time of the persecution decreed by Yazdagird. 

Rabbana Amemar bar Mar Yenuqa, Huna Mar bar R. Ashi the exilarch, 

and Mesharshia b. Peqod were imprisoned. On the 18th day of Tevet, 
Huna bar Mar Zutra the Nasi [= exilarch] and Mesharshia were killed, 

and in Adar of the same year Rabbana Amemar bar Mar Yenuqa was killed. 
And in the year 470 all the synagogues in Babylonia were closed, and 

the children of the Jews were seized by the Magi. 

(Letter of R. Sherira Gaon, 

pp. 96, 1. 14-16; 95, 1. 1-9) 

The same event appears in the Book of Tradition (Sefer HaQab- 

balah) of Abraham ibn Daud: 

Before this [the Moslem conquest], however, the Almighty, blessed be 

He, had turned their heart to hate His people, so that the Persian king 

seized three Jewish notables: Amemar bar Mar Yanqa bar Mar Zutra, the 

colleague of R. Ashi, R. Mesharshia, and the exilarch, whose name was 

Huna Mar, and put them to death. He also seized Jewish youths and 

compelled them to leave the fold. 

(The Book of Tradition [Philadelphia: Jewish Publication 

Society of America, 1968], ed. and trans. 
Gerson D. Cohen, IV, 1. 158-64, pp. 41-42) 
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According to the Iranian historian Hamza I$fahani, in the eleventh 

year of Peroz’ reign (468), Jews of Isfahan flayed two Magi 

(Zoroastrian priests) alive. As a result, half the Jewish population 

of Isfahan was slaughtered, and the children were handed over to the 

service of the fire-temple at Harvan. 

What is the import of these medieval accounts? It is known that 

Yazdagird II and Peroz persecuted Christianity. Just as they directed 

their efforts against priests, nuns, and monks, so in the Jewish case 

they are said to have imprisoned and then put to death both rabbis, 

particularly those who were heads of schools, and the exilarch. Since 

the Christian case was primarily a religious persecution, without the 

usual attribution of political motives, it is striking that the Jewish 

accounts report decrees against keeping the Sabbath, the conduct 

of schools, and similar, fundamental Jewish religious practices, not to 

mention the abolition of Jewish self-government. So the persecutions 

of the two religious communities exhibit similar qualities. 

Moreover, the independent account from Isfahan provides a 

measure of verification for the Jewish stories. For example, the 

detail about seizure of Jewish children for Mazdean purposes ap¬ 

pears in both Jewish and Iranian traditions. But of still greater 

significance in the Isfahan version is the reason for the persecution. 

Jewish and Christian traditions claim that it was directed against 

their religious practices, and therefore presumably was motivated 

by religious ‘'fanaticism’'; the Iranian story is that Jews had mis¬ 

treated Magi and as a result were punished. Iranians viewed the 

“persecution'’ as a local action against the malfeasance of a local 

community. 

There are stories available from Christian sources of Christian 

saints burning down fire-temples during the reign of Yazdagird I, ca. 

a.d. 410. It is by no means incredible that Jews did something of the 

same sort in Isfahan. The Christians acted because they thought 

Yazdagird I would follow the path of Constantine and become a 

Christian. 

The Jews had a tradition that the Messiah could come in the year 

468, that is, four hundred years after the destruction of the Temple: 

Said R. Hanina, “From the year 400 after the destruction [of the 

Temple, dated by the rabbis in 68] if someone says to you, ‘Buy a field 

worth a thousand denarii for one denar/ do not buy it.” 

In a beraita we learn, “From the year 4231 of the Creation of the World 
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onward [= a.d. 471], if someone says to you, ‘Buy a field worth a thousand 
denarii for a denar/ do not buy it.” 

(b. A. Z. 9b) 

R. Hanina lived in the third century in Palestine, but it is known 

that his tradition was preserved in the Babylonian schools a century 

and a half later. Some Jews, including leading rabbis, expected the 

Messiah to come in 468 or shortly thereafter, and the preliminary 

destruction of pagan temples and murder of their priests followed as 

a consequence of such a belief. No information is currently available 

on what happened, if anything, in Isfahan in 468. But it is plausible 

that some Jews would have done what later Iranian tradition 

claimed they did. If so, the local pogrom would have been a natural 

result. 

It is puzzling that the state engaged in such a far-reaching repres¬ 

sion of Judaism as a religion. If Magi went so far as to seize Jews and 

interrogate them about religious matters, investigate and legislate 

concerning the content of Jewish worship, close synagogues, snatch 

away Jewish children, and the like, and if the state supported these 

actions, surely some motive or provocation far more profound than 

political or economic necessity must have been at hand. And if Jews 

provoked these severe repressions, as the Isfahani tradition says they 

did, they surely must have had a considerable reason. 

In the background of every Jewish act of political or religious 

violence lies the Messianic expectation. Therefore the conviction 

that the Messiah would come in 468 or in 471 must be taken very 

seriously. In the days of Shapur II, in 362-363, a movement similar 

to that in I$fahani took shape in Mahoza, and the king was com¬ 

pelled to send troops to massacre the Messianists. Later more move¬ 

ments appeared, coalescing around local figures in Babylonia and 

Mesopotamia, as well as in Byzantine territories. In the second and 

third decades of the fifth century, Messianic movements were 

rampant both in Jewish Palestine and in the Greek diaspora. Ob¬ 

viously Messianism constituted a powerful force in Babylonian 

Judaism, and Jewish Messianists invariably took active measures in 

support of their convictions. A bloody war was fought in Hadrianic 

times when they had believed Bar Kokhba to be the Messiah (a 

belief that had been confirmed by some rabbis). The natural result 

of this religion was repression not only of the war but also of those 

Judaic religious practices which the Romans believed had caused it. 
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Similarly, when the Iranians conquered Jerusalem in a.d. 614, 
Palestinian Jews again believed the Messiah was about to come. As a 
consequence of the capture of Jerusalem, they murdered many local 
Christians, particularly the religious. 

The fact that the Sabbath was prohibited, certain central prayers 
were outlawed, and important rabbis—including the exilarch him¬ 
self—were put to death in the years between ca. 455 and ca. 475, 
seems to be illuminated by the Messianic expectations attached to 
this period. Whatever the religious convictions of Yazdagird and 
Peroz, Jews may well have followed the dictates of their own piety, 
with disastrous results. The earlier persecutions combined with the 
older tradition about what would happen in 468 served to arouse 
this expectation. It was a self-fulfilling prophecy. The involvement 
and death of the exilarch is particularly striking, because the rabbis 
had taught (and presumably the exilarch did as well) that the 
Messiah would come forth from the Davidic household of the 
exilarch. If the exilarch was implicated in a rebellion, his govern¬ 
ment would naturally have been outlawed. 

The disaster of 468 is a fitting end to this account of the institu¬ 
tions and theories of power in Babylonian Judaism. It underlines 
how little actual power was in the hands of Jews; they could not even 
control their own destiny. So far as the myths that explained and 
shaped history served to reconcile the Jews to their situation of 
weakness, they proved adaptive and functional. But when those 
myths led to the expectation that Jews might take into their own 
hands the worldly side of the Messianic task, they became dysfunc¬ 
tional and destructive. The competition between exilarch and rabbi, 
therefore, was in accord with the political realities of Jewish life. It 
focused partisan energies upon internal issues and thus kept the 
community out of trouble. But the reconciliation between the two 
released those energies, bringing catastrophe. 
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The Five Methods 

by A. H. SILVER 

Messianic calculators may be said to have employed 
five methods in their technique. 

A. The Book of Daniel 

The most common and the earliest was to decipher the 
specific dates given in the Book of Daniel. As early as the 
first century, men were already engaged in this work. 
The Book of Daniel gives at least six Messianic dates:1 
(1) time, times and half a time, (2) 2300, (3) 70 weeks 
(also 7 weeks, 62 weeks and 1 week), (4) season, seasons 
and half a season, (5) 1290 days, (6) 1335 days. These 
were challenging and tantalizing figures. What were the 
terminals of these cryptic dates? Surely they cannot be 
mutually exclusive. They must all be graded historical 
moments in the great drama of Israel’s Redemption leading 
up to the ultimate Messianic day. Do the days mean 
years? Do the weeks mean seven years? How long is 
“time”? Is “times” the same as “seasons”? Is “time, 
times and half a time” equal to two and a half, or three 
and a half times? Were there perhaps more than one 
Redemption year given, dependent upon the merit of the 
people? What are the four kingdoms and the four beasts? 
And who is “the little horn”? And who is the king of the 
South and the king of the North, and all the other persons 
and powers alluded to in the revelations? Above all, 
what is the starting point from which all these, periods of 
time are to be reckoiled? These and numerous other 
questions presented themselves to those who embarked 
upon the fascinating enterprise of unraveling the great 
mystery. 

1 See supra, p. 124. 
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B. Other Biblical Texts 

A second method was to determine from Scriptural 
passages (other than those of Daniel), phrases or words, 
especially those alluding to the future and redolent of 
promise, the length of the Messianic age, and to fix upon 
a certain important moment in the history of the people as 
the starting point from which to reckon this age. Many 
such termini a quo were fixed upon by the calculators 
through the ages. 

C. Other Exiles 

The third method was to turn to the earlier exiles, the 
Egyptian and the Babylonian, and from their duration and 
attendant circumstances learn the secret of the third 
exile. Clearly there was some divine logic in fixing the 
term of the Egyptian exile to 400 (also 210 and 430) 
years, and that of the Babylonian to 70 (also 52) years. 
A similar logic undoubtedly controls the duration of this 
last exile. What is it? 

D. Gematria 

One of the most fruitful methods employed by Jewish 
adventists in their calculations was Gematria (the interpre¬ 
tation of a word according to the numerical value of 
its letters), and its related pseudo-sciences, Notarikon 
(taking each letter of a word as the initial of some other 
word = acrostics), Ziruf or Hiluf (the interpretation of a 
word by transposing its letters = anagram), and Temurah 
(substituting one letter for another). Gematria was a 
never-failing medium and its scope was limited only by the 
ingenuity of the speculator. 

It was a time-honored device, and the medieval student 
had ample authority for employing it. R. Eliezer ben 
Jose, the Galilean (second half of 2 c.), had included 
Gematria among the thirty-two hermeneutic rules by 
which the Torah may be interpreted. R. Yohanan ben 
Zakkai studied Gematria.2 This device was actually used 

1B. B., p. 134a. 
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in connection with redemption from exile—in this case the 
Egyptian exile. R. Abba bar Kahana interpreted the 
word3 vn as indicating the number of years (210, in 
Gematria) which the children of Israel would remain in 
Egypt.4 R. Levi pointed out that the word nun5 
indicated the length of the duration of the first Temple, 
410 years.6 It is of interest that both of these Gematriot 
were frequently used by later calculators. 

R. Yohanan, quoting R. Jose ben Zimra, proved that 
Notarikon is found in the Torah.7 There are close to a 
hundred and fifty cases of Gematria in Talmudic literature. 

The science of Ziruf was employed in discovering the 
will of God through the Urim and Tumim. R. Yohanan 
declared that the answer to the High Priests’ query was 
given by the letters thrusting themselves upward. Resh 
Lakish said by the automatic combinations of the letters.8 

That number mysticism was also employed by the early 
Christians in connection with the Messiah is evident by the 
sharp and lengthy criticism which Irenaeus (2 c.) directs 
against it.9 

Under the influence of Kabbala this science was highly 
developed and elaborated in post-Talmudic times. The 
Sefer Yezirah, the Otiot de R. Akiba and many other 
treatises on alphabetic theosophy gave great impetus to 
Gematria. The Sefer Yezirah declared, “By means of 32 
mysterious paths of wisdom did the Lord of hosts . . . 
ordain and create his universe” (i. e. the 22 letters, plus 10 
sefirot, or vowels).10 “The 22 fundamental letters God 
appointed, established, combined, weighed and changed 
them, and through them He formed all things existent and 

* Gen. 42.2. 
« Ber. R. 91.2. 
6 Lev. 16.3: pnN n«J3. 

e Lev. R. 21.8. 
7 Sab. 105a: minn p ps; sec also the six Notarikons given 

in that passage. 
8rnsnow trpV vn .mtAn pnr 'in mwya ixn (Yoma 73b). 
9 “Against Heresies," Bk. II, Chaps. XXIV-XXV in The Ante-Niccne 

Fathers, I. 
«Op. cit.f 1.1. 
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destined to exist.11 The planetary system, the Zodiac, 
the days of the week, the organs of the human body and all 
the moral qualities were fashioned by the aid of the basic 
alphabet. Similarly, the Otiot de R. Akiba declared, 
“R. Akiba said: ‘the 22 letters by which the Torah was 
given to Israel are engraved with a flaming pen upon the 
fearful and awful crown of God; and when God wished to 
create the universe, all the letters descended and stood 
before God, and each one said, ‘Through me create thou 
the universe.”'12 

Letter mysticism made tremendous strides during the 
Middle Ages. Hardly a Biblical commentary outside 
the classic Spanish school but what employed alphabetic 
metaphysics on a smaller or larger scale. In the thirteenth 
century Abulafia maintained that letters, vowels and 
numerals are the highest subjects of speculation, and their 
mystic interpretation the profoundest tradition of the 
prophets.13 In the sixteenth century Cordovero declared 
that the letters have their source in God and from Him 
they emanate as very light spirits and descend in successive 
stages until their pilgrimage is ended.14 The vowels have 
even a higher mystic value.15 Likewise are the accents of 
supreme mystic import. They belong to the very source 
of the first sefirah. Cordovero characterizes the letters as 
persons (nwsj), the vowels as powers (mra), and the 
accents as souls (nwj)-16 In the Tikkune harZohar, 
one of the Zoharitic compositions, it is stated that the 
accents are the souls (|’noe>:), the vowels are the spirits 
(l’rrn) and the letters are the persons (nwsj).17 This 
is an interesting application of the doctrine of the three 
souls, sensuous, emotional and intellectual, of the Platonic 
system. The Sefer hoBahir, a pre-Zoharitic Kabbalistic 

u Ibid., 2.2; 6.9. 
12 Kirpy niWK »ttd, Cracow and Amsterdam version, ed. Wertheimer, 

Jerusalem, 1914, p. 59. 
u See man idd, App., p. 86. 
14 nmp uynt>, ed. Warsaw, 1885, p. 169a. 
vibid., p. 174b. 
18 Ibid., p. 175a. 
17 mrn Uipn, ed. Amsterdam, 1719, Intro., p. 7b. 
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text book, declared that the vowels are like the soul which 
lives in the body of a man.18 

The true interpretation of the Torah, declared Cor- 
dovero, can be had only through the medium of letter 
mysticism in all its endless ramfications: “We can arrive 
at a knowledge of the secrets of our Holy Torah, by means 
of anagrams, Gematriot, substitutions, initial, middle and 
final letters, the beginning or ends of verses, skipping of 
letters and the contraction of letters. These matters are 
very exalted and occult, and their secret is beyond our 
full comprehension, for by means of these methods they 
may change endlessly and to infinity.”13 

David ben Solomon ibn Abi Zimra (1479-15S9), teacher 
of Isaac Luria and author of a work on the mystic signifi¬ 
cance of the alphabet, accurately sums up the nigh uni¬ 
versally accepted belief of the Middle Ages regarding the 
sanctity of the letters of the Hebrew alphabet. He quotes 
approvingly and substantiates Maimonides’ opinion that 
“The script which we now employ is the Assyrian script,20 
and that it is the script in which God wrote the Torah.”21 
“This is the script,” writes the Radbaz, “in which the 
Torah and the Tables were given; and all the secrets of 
their forms, their flourishes and their crownlets, majuscular 
letters and minuscular, crooked and looped, bent and 
straight, and all their intimations and mysteries were 
revealed to Moses, just like all the rest of the oral law, 
and this script has a sanctity all of its own.” in td'v nnnn Kim 
ioxy ~ixo nonp 22 So also Abraham Portaleone, the physician 
(d. 1612), writes in his omnin ’o^23: D’loinoi mini ninVoo nr mm 
nioipy pi nvv?m ninisn nvmx nnnn inn p *7y ’n n’nrniaa ouisxn 
njw croon pmo iVim ’n nnpuoi nnono pi nutapi m^m pi mssiVoi 
.nooV i*7 m’a As late as the year 1863 Aaron Kornfeld 
wrote a book, n^apn nmf? oovx in which he catalogues over 

18 km’ki asm ”m KnD^ab Nnv.nKa ]”dii (see 1’nan iso, ed. Wilna, 
1883, p. 23). 

19 D'r.on DiOD odd, ed. Koretz, 1780-1, Gate 30, p. 17Gb. 
*° >*n»« ana as against 'lay ana. 
21 Yadayim 4.5. 
22 in ])D, ed. Amsterdam, 1713, end of Intro. 
23 Ed. Mantua, 1613, p. 174a. 
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300 Rabbinic laws and interpretations derived per Gematriam 
from Biblical verses. He maintains that God in writing 
the Torah had intended that these verses should lend 
themselves to such use if for no other reason than as an 
aid to man’s memory.24 
b'yv lyoV nr1? dj ]vd minn laraa '-an1 'n ’3 ioi1? pirn ya n«rn moh 

.mno 13 *73 n3i>’ 'nbnb jnsn ormn'? 
The Radbaz calls his book m iaa, because ']'a'o suggests 

the three ways by which he intends to interpret every 
letter: miDO (traditional sound and form of the letter), 
H'-iaa'i (numerical value), and iipnuia (initials).25 “God 
is the whiteness of the parchment which underlies, pene¬ 
trates and supports the letters of the alphabet.”26 

The Neo-Platonic influence which is strong in ICabbala, 
and which had incorporated the Pythagorean science of 
numbers and letters, gave to Jewish mysticism a strong 
impetus in this direction, although the origin of it need 
not be sought, as wre have seen, outside of Jewish thought. 
It was well developed among the Rabbis of the early 
centuries of the common era, but wrhereas among the 
Rabbis this study was regarded as nasnV mxnsns, mere 
after-courses to wisdom,27 among the Kabbalists in the 
decadent period it had suplanted n»3n herself. 

As regards this method of computing the end the Jewish 
adventists had a great advantage over the Christian. 
The latter, in their speculations, were limited to those 
passages in the Old and the New Testaments which con¬ 
tained clear Messianic references, where specific dates and 
figures are given, such as those of Daniel and Revelations. 
Few of them had access to the original Hebrew of the 
Old Testament. The Old Testament was known to them 
largely in the Latin translation, and the New in its Greek 
original, or in its Latin translation. They could not, by 
means of the highly elastic art of Gematria, force a secret 
from any passage they chose. The science of Anagram 

u Ed. Prague, 1865, Intro. 
a Op. cit., p. la. 
»Ibid., p. lb i 
17 Abot 3.23. 
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and Gematria was, of course, known to them, but they 
were limited to the use of a language which was not “the 
language of God.” The Jewish adventist was in possession 
of the divine speech itself. To him Hebrew was the 
language of God actually, not figuratively. To him the 
phrase, “by the word of God were the heavens created,” 
was more than a figure of speech. The “word” was 
made up of letters and vowels. These letters and vowels 
were Hebrew letters and vowels—the twenty-two letters 
of the alphabet and the ten vowels. Not alone were 
words channels of revelation, but every letter of the Bible 
and every vowel held a profound mystery. Not alone did 
each word possess a literal meaning (bps), an allegoric 
meaning (rcn), an homiletic meaning (enm) and an 
anagogic meaning (hid), but the very letters of the word 
and their permutations, combinations and numerical value 
contained recondite truth—had, as it were, marvelous 
halftones and overtones. Not alone were the Biblical 
laws and teachings divine, but the very words which ex¬ 
pressed them had a divinity of their own and a meaning 
of their own. Cordovero gives the most complete exposi¬ 
tion of the spiritual autonomy of the Hebrew alphabet. 
It is altogether unlike the alphabet of any other language. 
All other alphabets are the formal and inert channels of 
thought. The Hebrew alphabet is thought itself. When 
a doctor writes a medical treatise his object is to suggest 
some cure. He does not intend to make the book itself 
a cure. When his thought is once grasped there is no 
more need for the book. Not so the Torah. It has an 
inviolable sanctity beyond the ideas which it conveys. 
So that even an ignorant man reading it without under¬ 
standing is greatly benefited. The surface narratives and 
chronicles of the Torah, says Cordovero, elaborating upon 
a theme of the Zohar,28 are only the outer garment (ivVy tra1?), 
the legal and Aggadic interpretations of it are the body 
(ksu), the Kabbalistic interpretation of it is the soul (nn^:), 
but the mystic interpretation of its letters, their permuta- 

28 Par. imVyru, p. 152a. 
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tions and combinations, is the real spiritual essence of it 
(nvjnn), the knowledge of which would enable a man to 
create worlds.29 

Every letter was a visible revelation of invisible truth. 
The Rabbis had already employed words and part of words 
in their hermeneutics and dialectics to expound the law 
and to develop it, as well as in their Aggadic peregrinations. 
The mystic employed the same strategy in his excursions. 
The letter never restrained him. On the contrary, he 
moved bravely on to his destination on a vehicle which 
always responded to his will. 

This may perhaps account for the fact that the Jewish 
mystic seldom, if ever, found himself in direct opposition 
to the “written word.” We find no Jewish mystic who 
attacked the Bible, but many of the Christian mystics 
fretted under the constraint of the “letter which killeth.” 
The Jewish mystic could find his complete freedom in the 
Bible, for by means of his highly refined methodology the 
very letters dissolved into a world of spirituality. Spiritual 
autonomy, which is the very life-blood of mysticism, drove 
the Christian mystic away from the Book. It drove the 
Jewish mystic into the Book. Rufus Jones, in outlining 
Sebastian Franck’s (16 c.) attitude to the Scriptures, 
accurately sums up the essential viewpoint of many of 
the Christian mystics: “Franck insists that from its 
inherent nature, a written Scripture cannot be the final 
authority in religion: (a) it is outward, external, while 
the seat of religion is in the soul of man; (b) it is transitory 
and shifting, for language is always in the process of 
change, and written words have different meanings to 
different ages and in different countries . . (c) the 
Scripture is full of mystery, contradiction and paradox, 
which only ‘the key of David’—the inner experience of 
the heart, can unlock . . .; and (d) Scripture at best 
brings only knowledge.”30 

The Jewish mystic, however, said na na "pm na "|sn 
“Turn it about and about, for everything is in it”. To 

” D'JIDT 0T1£>, p. 167a, b, c. 
10 Spiritual Reformers in the 16th and 17th Centuries, p. 60. 
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the Christian mystic the Book was at best a temporary 
guide, a pedagogic help, a shadow of reality. To the 
Jewish mystic it was the whole of reality. It was the 
Living Word. 

Jewish mysticism in general based its authority not 
upon vision or revelation, but upon an inspired and occult 
interpretation of the words of the Bible. When the 
Jewish adventist, therefore, sought the key to the solution 
of his problems, he felt free to go to any passage in the 
Bible, to the words or letters of any sacred text, which to 
him seemed freighted with mystery and prophetic of 
marvelous matter. 

The role which Gematria played in Messianic calcula¬ 
tions cannot be overestimated. Especially was it of 
importance in the seventeenth century and in the Shab- 
betian movement. It is astounding to see how often the 
weapons which were employed by the opposing sides in 
the Shabbetian controversy were those of Gematria. 

Rabbi Joshua Neneto, of Alexandria, writing to the 
community of Leghorn, points to the numerous passages 
in the Bible which, per Gematriam, clearly establish the 
Messiahship of Shabbetai Zebi. He states that these 
passages are almost endless, and that they are sufficient 
and valid proof.31 This view was shared by all the adherents 
of Shabbetai Zebi. They pointed with conviction to the 
fact that the name of Shabbetai Zebi, ’ax ’nap was equal 
to the name of God, hp taken in its integrated form: 
'TV’ 'n'1?'! 'i'’'p = 814.32 It is also equal to 'n's’a ’’'Wn'i 'n'Vp'i 
= 814 (“And my year of redemption is come”).” Zebi 
(’ax) is also the Notarikon of n’n’’ innos'a p’Yx (“the 
righteous shall live by his faith”).34 

niBDD npn i’k1? idp by ovnu o’pios n’ainai o’K’aa* mwa ijnxdi 
(see x'jx nx’p, p. 25). 

n Ibid. 
” Is. 63.4. Emden’s nitopn min, ed. Lemberg, 1870, Chap. XVI, and 

Cabana’s o’Tonm onnapn nn^in, p. 96. 
M Hab. 2.4. There is another Notarikon for ’ax ’na» in Ezek. 20.15: 

'•'a'x 'pan 'aVn 'nai 'T.nj ipk pnn bx oniu N’an (see A. Frcimann, ’ax ’nap 
p. 98; also the elaborate Notarikon built upon the two verses in Gen. 41.1, 2. 
mnw rpQ reprinted in Cahana’s 'nm 'vn nn^in, App. IV, pp. 142-3.) 
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The opponents countered by pointing out that 'nx vu® 
is equal to TTY® ®'’'N 'Y’'s 'ji'YV’ (“And he (Esau) was a 
cunning hunter, a man of the field”).35 Also that via® is 
equal to 'y'®'i 'D'y’^'a = Balaam, the wicked. Also that 
’ns ’na® is equal to y®m pVay = Amalek the wicked, and 
'Yp'® 'n’l'i = the lying spirit.36 

The year of Shabbetai Zebi’s revelation was also estab¬ 
lished by Gematria. It was based on the Zoharitic 
Messianic year 1648, which in turn was based on the verse 
m®n asm ^nvn m®n = 5408 = 1648 (“In this year of the 
Jubilee shall ye return”).37 This was the year when 
Shabbetai Zebi first began to reveal his true character to 
his disciples in Smyrna. It was in the eighth year of the 
Jubilee cycle. Within the remaining 42 years of that cycle, 
i. e. up to 1690, the restoration must take place. The year 
1666, when Shabbetai again made public avowal of his 
Messiahship, w'as indicated in 'nn y»'V:17Xi®’ = 1666 (“O, 
Israel, thou art saved by the Lord”).33 Nathan of Gaza 
proclaimed that the restoration will take place before the 
year 5430 = 1670.39 When this year did not bring about 
the promised Redemption, the disciples found Gematria 
for other years: 1675, 1680, 1686, 1692, 1706, 1710.40 

The extensive use of secret Gematria codes in the charms 
and amulets of the eighteenth century, coupling the name 
of Shabbetai Zebi with that of God, was responsible for 
the prolonged and bitter Emden-Eybeschutz controversy. 

This method, of course, was not unopposed. There 
were many who sensed the menace of such a free and 

“ Gen. 25.27. 
“ x’:s, -nx’p, pp. 63, 65-66. 
37 Lev. 25.13. 
331s. 45.17, XX nx’p, p. 13a. 
M A Gematria was discovered for that year, too. ’in -pNix in ^iioa 

□main ^ iVn pun (“Thy neck is like the Tower of 

David, builded with turrets, whereon there hang a thousand shields, all the 
armor of the mighty men, ” Songs of Songs, 4.4). The Tower of David is 
Shabbetai Zebi—The Messiah ben David—who will rebuild the Temple 
in the year (hvd) Vn'n =5430=1670, according to the testimony 'n'ivs (VnV) 
of Nathan the Prophet, in the fifth millennium pa'n (x*r.£ nx’p p. 8). 

40 See x'x nx’p, pp. 73, 77, 83; also Bnp nano iso in ’ax ’nao 
pp. 12, 37. 
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undisciplined reading of sacred text. Maimonides, for 
example, was strongly opposed to the whole system of 
alphabetic theosophy. In his Guide he writes: “You 
must beware of sharing the error of those who write 
amulets. Whatever you hear from them or read in their 
works, especially in reference to the names which they 
form by combinations, is utterly senseless; they call these 
combinations “shemot” (names—combinations of the 
letters of the Tetragrammaton), and believe that their 
pronunciation demands sanctification and purification, 
and that by using them they are enabled to work miracles. 
Rational persons ought not to listen to such men, nor in 
any way believe their assertions.”41 There were many 
others who shared Maimonides’ view. We have also 
seen the vigorous onslaught upon this pseudo-science by 
Modena. In spite of them this pseudo-science progressed 
unchecked in Jewry. 

E. Astrology 

Astrology was another means of Messianic calculation. 
It, too, was well grounded in Jewish tradition. We 
might with safety assume that already in their nomadic 
period the tribes of Israel, like almost all Semitic peoples, 
had developed some crude astrological system. The 
nomadic Hebrew undoubtedly shared in the pan-vitalistic 
supposition of primitive man. And this would inevitably 
result in ascribing life and conscious existence to the 
heavenly bodies. Under Canaanitish and Assyrian influ¬ 
ence astral worship as well as astrology developed in Israel, 
for wherever there is worship of heavenly bodies there is 
also astral divination, i. e. astrology. The historical books 
of the Bible abound in references to this form of idolatry. 
In the period of the prophets the worship of the “host of 
heaven” was prevalent in Israel, and the prophets from 
Amos down exerted themselves to the utmost to suppress 
it. Amos and Isaiah denounced it.4s Zephaniah and 

41 Guide For the Perplexed, Friedlander, London, 1910, Bk. I, Chap. LM* 
p. 91. 

42 Amos 5.26; Is. 17.8. 
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Jeremiah inveighed against it.4* Deuteronomy is strenuous 
in its opposition.44 It is doubtful whether the Deutero- 
nomic reformation succeeded in putting even a temporary 
check upon this idolatry. Deutero-Isaiah indirectly wages 
war upon it by insisting that Yahweh is the sole creator 
and Lord of all the hosts of heaven.45 Job speaks of the 
sinfulness of it.46 The worship in some form or another 
survived throughout post-exilic times and traces of it are 
found in very late Talmudic sources. 

The official religion, under prophetic impetus, began 
quite early to oppose astrological divination. Occasionally, 
however, even in the Bible the predictive powers of the 
heavenly bodies are acknowledged. Thus in Gen. 1.14 it 
is declared: “And they (the sun, moon and stars) shall be 
for signs and for seasons.” But as a rule the official religion 
frowned upon it, and at times vigorously opposed it. It 
compromised with the principle of monotheism, and it 
endangered the doctrine of free will and moral responsi¬ 
bility. Herein Judaism moved in advance of all the other 
religions of antiquity, which never outgrew it. Judaism, 
in keeping with its practice of ascribing to all forms of 
Israelitish idolatry a foreign nativity, branded astrology 
“a custom of the heathen.” Thus Jeremiah urges upon 
the people, “be not afraid of the signs of the heavens,” 
and calls it “the way of the heathen.”47 Judaism did not 
deny astral influences as such. It simply denied their 
efficacy in the case of Israel. Israel, being God’s own 
people, was beyond the control of stars or planets. This 
was also the position taken in subsequent times. Abraham, 
the Rabbis held, employed astrology until he was favored 
with a revelation from Yahweh. With it came the com¬ 
mand, “Forsake astrology.”4* 

When the Christian Church in the early centuries was 

« Zeph. 1.5; Jer. 7.18; 8.2; 19.15; 32.29. 
« Deut. 1.19; 17.13. 
«Is. 40.26; 45.12. 
« Job. 31.26-7. 
47 Jer. 10.2. 
43 -\bv nwaaxKD nx (Ber. R. 44.14; Sab. 156a). See Philo Migration 

of Abraham XXXII; Dreams X; also Halevi, Kuzari 4.27. 
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confronted with the need of opposing astrology, it adopted 
a similar strategy. In the face of what seemed to be over¬ 
whelming evidence for astrology, it contented itself with 
declaring that astrology was the particular domain of the 
devil and other evil spirits, and that with the coming of 
Christ all astrological divination was prohibited. Thus 
Tertullian wrote: “One proposition I lay down: that those 
angels, the deserters from God, the lovers of women, were 
likewise the discoverers of this curious art (astrology), 
on that account also condemned by God. . . . But, how¬ 
ever, that science has been allowed until the Gospel, in 
order that after Christ’s birth no one should thenceforward 
interpret anyone’s nativity by the heaven.”49 

The Sibylline Book III counts it among the virtues of 
“the race of most righteous men,” the Jews, that they do 
not study the predictions of Chaldaean astrology, nor do 
they astronomize, for all these things are in their nature 
prone to deceive.”50 According to Enoch the evil spirit 
Baraquijal taught men astrology, and Kokabel the con¬ 
stellation.51 But while the official religion proscribed it, 
the popular religion retained it. 

The practice of forecasting the future by means of 
heavenly bodies was therefore not new in Israel. It 
gained widespread recognition among the people in the 
early centuries of the common era through Graeco-Roman 
influence. The thought of the Mediterranean world was 
thoroughly saturated with this pseudo-science, and its 
finest minds, such as Pliny, Seneca, Ptolemy, Galen, 
Plutarch, Lucian and many others believed in it and 
expounded it. Above all, it was universally accepted and 
practiced by the masses of the people of the Mediterranean 
world, and it was approved by the official religions of the 
day. 

In spite of occasional expressions of opposition to 
astrology found in the Talmud and the Midrash, such as 

49 On Idolatry, chap. 9. 
60 The Sibylline Books III, 1. 227-8. 
61 Book of Enoch S.3. 
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“There are no planets for Israel,”52 and “One must not 
consult Chaldeans,” (astrologers)53, the preponderately 
favorable allusions prove conclusively that it was widely 
held and practiced in Israel. Some Rabbis, like Samuel 
(3 c.), may have practiced it in their leisure time, when 
they were not engaged in the study of the Torah, and may 
have scrupulously refrained from combining the two 
studies.54 But it is clear from statements such as the 
following that this science had a strong hold over the 
minds even of some of the leaders of the people. R. 
Simon said, “There isn’t a blade of grass which has not a 
planet in the heavens which strikes it and commands it to 
grow.”55 Raba (4 c.) declared, “Life, offspring and sus¬ 
tenance do not depend upon merit but upon the planets.”56 
Elsewhere in the Talmud we find quite an elaborate account 
of natal astrology.57 as well as the categoric assertion of 
R. Hanina that “the planet makes a man wise and the 
planet makes a man rich, and there is a planet governing 
the fortunes of Israel.” That certain constellations are 
good and certain others are evil53 and that each nation is 
under the sovereignty of a particular star was widely 
held.59 Both Philo and Josephus believed in some form 
of astrology. It is noteworthy, however, that we find in 
Talmudic literature no Messianic calculation based on 
astrology. 

But it was in the Middle Ages under Arabic influence 
that the belief in astrology among the Jews became well- 
nigh universal. The Arabs appropriated the whole astro¬ 
logical gallery of the Graeco-Roman world and added 
thereto. Jews and Christians alike were their eager 
disciples. A perusal of the list of translations of astro¬ 
logical works made by the Jews of the Middle Ages, will 

Vro pN (Sab. 156a). 
O'Vni® |'k (Pes. 113b). 

M Deut. R. 8.6. 
« Gen. R. 10.7. 
M Moed Kat. 28a. 
67 Sab. 156a. 
68 Taan 29b. 

69 See E. Bischoff, Babylonisch-Astrales im Weltbilde des Thalmud und 
Midrasch» Leipsig, 1907, pp. 115 ff. 
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indicate the high regard in which this science was held by 
them.60 The Jews proved to be important channels 
through which this science invaded Christian Europe in 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. They came into 
vital contact with Arabic culture at a somewhat earlier 
time than the European Christians. Accordingly astrology 
was wide-spread among them at an earlier time. 

Ibn Ezra, who at times practiced astrology as a pro¬ 
fession, called the heavens the ‘‘Book of Life in which 
men’s destinies are inscribed the day they are born.”61 
He declared that “all the affairs below depend upon the 
powers above, and from the heavens are all deeds deter¬ 
mined.”62 Also “good or evil, honor or disgrace, which 
befall a man are all the work of the conjunction of the 
stars.”63 The Zohar declared “everything depends upon 
the planets, even the Scrolls in the Temple.”64 

Abraham Bar Hiyya vigorously defended astrology in the 
twelfth century. In answer to an attack which was made 
upon him because he advised a bridegroom to postpone 
the hour of his wedding to a time when the constellation 
would be more propitious, he wrote a lengthy defense of 
astrology in a letter to R. Judah ben Barzillai.65 He 
declared that he had studied this science all his life.66 
He finds it not at all incompatible with Judaism. The 
Rabbis engaged in it;67 even Abraham studied it.6S The 
powers of the heavenly bodies are of course granted to 
them by God.69 Through righteousness and prayer their 
evil decrees may be averted. This is an especial favor 

,0See Steinscbncider, Die Heb. OberseUungen des Mittelallers, p. 525 ff. 
61 Com. on Ps. 69.29. See Krochmal, pin ’3U3 miD, Warsaw, 1894, 

pp. 306, 311 ff. 
82 Com. on Gen. 11.5. 
83 Comm, on Ps. 67. See also Ibn Ezra’s nmp3 ed. Manas- 

Beh Grossberg, London, 1902, p. 3, note 6. 
84 Par. nsj, p. 134a. 
M Published by A. Z. Schwarz, in Festschrift Adolf Schwarz, Vienna, 1917, 

pp. 23-26. 
88 Op. cit., p. 36. 
67 Ibid., p. 26. 
88 Ibid., p. 27. 
89 Ibid., pp. 25, 30. 
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granted by God to Israel in which the Gentiles do not 
share.70 He is convinced that Jews ought to study 
astrology and believe in it.71 

In the thirteenth century Judah ben Solomon Ha-Kohen 
ibn Matkah of Toledo rose to a similar defense of astrology.72 

Even those who opposed it did not entirely deny that 
the heavenly bodies were active intelligences. Thus 
Halevi gives astrology an ancillary position to prophecy, 
but he does not deny its validity. One cannot arrive at a 
knowledge of God or at religious truth by means of astrology 
any more than one can by means of philosophy. Even 
Maimonides, who alone among his contemporaries vigor¬ 
ously attacked genethlialogy and judicial astrology,73 
calling it “stupidity” and “falsehood,” shared the uni¬ 
versal belief that the heavenly bodies were living, active 
intelligences who controlled, through their influences, the 
mundane world.74 Under the influence of Arabic thought 
the orthodox opposition to astrology in Israel well-nigh 
broke down, as was also the case in the Christian world.75 

It is not surprising, therefore, that Jewish adventists 
resorted to this method in their calculations. It was 
employed by them before the days of Ibn Ezra.76 It was 
extensively used in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.77 
It was generally held that the seven planets in their 
progress through the signs of the zodiac and in the variety 

™ Ibid., p. 27. 
71 na p’inn1?! nrm iidVV msn D’aaisn noan» -man isnp ^aoi (ibid., p. 18). 
72 See Alexander Marx, " The Correspondence Between the Rabbis of 

Southern France and Maimonides about Astrology,” Hebrew Union College 
Annual, III, Cincinnati, 1926, p. 314. 

73 See his Responsum to the letter of inquiry sent to him by the Rabbis of 
Southern France concerning Astrology, published anew and corrected from 
new MSS. by Professor Alexander Marx {op. cit., pp. 349 ff.). In connection 
with Maimonides’ thoroughgoing opposition to astrology, Professor Marx 
states that to his knowledge only one other Hebrew writer—Isaac Pulgar 
(14 c.)f author of ‘Ezer ha-Dat—fully endorsed Maimonides1 position {ibid., 
p. 324). 

74 See his Guide Bk. II, 2.5, and 10. 
75 See T. O. Wedel, The Medieval Altitude Toward Astrology, Yale Univ. 

Press, 1920, pp. 69 ff. 
7a See his Cora. Dan. 11.29; see also Me1 or 1Enayim, chap. 43. 
77 “Zunz, Eine merkwurdige Medaille,” in his Ges. Sckr., Ill, pp. 94 ff. 
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of their conjunctions influenced the affairs of men and 
nations. Each stage in the progress and each conjunction 
had a particular significance. They predicted mighty 
events and great changes in the world. Of particular 
significance for Israel was the conjunction of the two 
highest planets, Jupiter and Saturn. This conjunction 
was regarded as significant also by Christians. Six years 
before the birth of Jesus, it was pointed out, such a con¬ 
junction took place in the tenth revolution of Saturn, 
■which always predicts the advent of a great historic 
personage.78 

The prevalence of this belief in the twelfth century is 
attested by Petahia of Ratisbon. In Nineveh the traveler 
Patahia consulted an astrologer to learn the Messianic year: 
"At Nineveh there wras an astrologer whose name was 
Rabbi Solomon. There is among all the sages in Nineveh 
and in the land of Ashur none as expert in the planets as 
he. Rabbi Petahia asked him when the Messiah will 
come. And he told him, ‘I have seen this often distinctly 
in the planets.’ But Rabbi Judah the Pious (who probably 
transcribed Petahia’s account of his travels) would not 
write it dowm, lest he should be suspected of believing the 
words of Rabbi Solomon.”79 

73 See Thorndike, Magic and Experimental Science, II, p. 672; also p. 896. 
79 Travels of R. Pctachia, trans. Benisch, London, 1861, p. 13. 
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L'Si4aia Ci 4D1 lCui aid auua' uis m ams Uu ims dies m cxiti* 
aie cuXtm £4 icti ut£„c aam.4 4L’tsiu Ci Sil U04 Cil Uu u£i4aiQ icd ut 
14s Ui L'SKata1 icl ms uttos CGiuai a4 cisa 4aaru if sata uuiqgiu tia 

ccj tutu cc4 uucusiu miaow a4 taatu trues ms 4tu u/ii4«ia 

£diCX CGt £IGGL£1 L£l„i UQ £l£Uit U£t40 4.UUU ULC IXil XLO 

mru xd ucm C44, 4,gl£1 xu ugicu "4ua £10.41 £icu„ zlzu lci 

u/ncu Ci uix "£4 £io £i£icu,/ C4,igl 41a. U£iCiUU c£ici£ £14 ucliXu* 

4d UIX GQCiO 4,Cl£ai £LL £IXL 1G1 L'£lCl£ XC4, CClt£ 4£UL £14 UO 

1G1 £1CI£ L’Q £4 GdLi 1R1 UCLiXU l£UL £14, UO L’£1CU UIX £4, U£UiL i 

UCi CUGiU "RU LXl UCRiO 4U4d Cil UGLdiQ,/ C41RL' GLl£ C4, £ULi 

4UO U£1CU 4UQ £10.41 £1CU«‘ X4,U UO ICLi LCi £diCX* £4, ALT XIGL 

64 £10 £1CGL G4,XCUl IG4,L £4tUl* C£lCi£i RU UU XlGLiO GIGIL £UL 

£iciu iuiQ 4£icu 4,£igt* c£i£u gu uu xigliO' "u, R4l rxiu 4,c£i„ 

G£lCUUl* CUGi£U RU UU XlRLiR UUuCl 4,X4,UiQ £UU £4 did £1CLX 

UU XIRtiQ 'X4 CdGlU U// £4 £10 £1CLX UGU 14CCU l£Uit 4Gt£ 

xlA cucrui iuciI ucr, 4£lul (cuq r, ruxuu uicau)* clci£i hu 

IG4L £4iUl* C£l4idli UU XIGUO "X4UiQ CSC C£LU X4,,. £4, OIQ dlt^U 

IRUI44 RXt// £4 £ia £1U4- R££1U (UCL14 XU ULdi£ Cil RiQ 4,RiQ) 

£1RiQ IXtA) lUdCU l£l4iCl C£l4,RU CdlCi RU UU XlRUiQ "1CU4 U, 

4,/nCl£) RU UU XIRLiQ 4U, UXU. IR4LXU £4 £10 ffldtU (C4,IRU CtX 

XRL L, iUILU C£1Q LCi £diCX' CtX£lll (C^IRU £liL £14 UO CUO LX£Ul 

u£rJ ctx£i u£iru rtxu ctmd* utsxu utctio £ia uix ecu "uriX 
XC4 UU R1U i£l 4,GdGd tQ £4, GiLldU £14 t£l„i £r.Rl £14,XlU 

XUil. RCIUU i UXQ U£ R£CILUI l 

XC4, URICl £Lil XUl CUL Ci 4,RU UlQiCl "IRUUU,, UXQ U, CCiC14 

XC4, Ui U£l4GiO IRCXL XU AU' CCLXL" £4 UX4lL'iQ £1UIX Ui 4^140 eoz' 

4CIX iUU Uu £1.4,0' C41RL CSUuO XRCO UL£-,C ULQ 4X Uu U£l4RiO 

UR4,iO "IRUUU 4Uu U£l4,RtOvi URlCl UUUL G£UQ UIX Ci UUuO C£Uit 

R£lR£lUl UIX £4, Gi UUC 4£l40 L’CX' IUU RIU RU UIX RlCCl £14 

L’RdLiO XU URICU "UO £1041 £1CU„ XO XiCl RCll 4,iRlU UR£liU' ULi 

CR£1CL' CQlU URiL Ci Xil U£Cil RUXiO 41LM URICU "4,£UiL 4CIX/, 

Xl.4,0 4,RLIU QRCIU CU4,i UGL£lCiO d£lU 4dC4, RICl 1U £14 URICU 

LtdCUJL IClLLtn — ULim UCIldQ 633 



LiCtXKL' HQ UHkB HU l^lL'id Ulk U! <110 CXCk^l! IdlUiU* 

unc^t ufliuu <«citu' c»L< 4«s) «Kii Si, xu* Biua uaaid uix ecu <i6k lcu 
t«j) ICCUUH CC^U ICUk CLd C/ L'GQld USICS CULL ULL* "IkUlt HU L'H^lL’kB 

uiH uuu (cuu auaoN "tuuU utaxsu catk cidtciiu xuua: axu lc (clou 

,6!! HCLU LLCk tul 0/ H/ Hz’ HCC HILUH UOzl HCk ^L'ltcL Ck UtLQX "UUtiU 

UUSQd a<, X^U dlCiD Ckl UlLCCt (hi USl<LU UXU ica USl^R 

"tdRa^kCk CLCU LC dCkCX,,' 

G<.un CCU* XU LCLk L, SdkCX CRl aSaU UXlRL CLXa L'aCU <U/X' 

aiCiU si uric! a^ uRaru caib uRa1 CS6 ucloxx xl r«. autx 

C1LCX CdaL /ID X&U aCU UGOd aUkX X.SU Lz dakCX* XC<^ Xkl XU 

URlCl (hi, 'MO aCl^l aCU„ UIX Si UUGOd Ckl (hU US16RIU Ck XU 

XU Xl UkX CXRU CLkUX' CQrULLd S»X' UCkX ClUkL' J-L, dCltCX ICU' 

LLz rul LlIUl fix Cl. Sl^O kUkU LIUCk C1.SU LC lUCLkUX' XRCO CtLkUX' 

CRdlCU 'MU act^l aCUzz UIX faifl UCX X6X dlCSi URXRL CXClU 

UXC<,1 lidlUl, CR6XCk L'dlLU/z 462‘ ULk CUL aCCU UCktl XU URlCU 

lruI x*,x xudkO aacd iturd rul uackcu atXRL zuun xu uxsiUkO 

LCllQib CXIL 'MO aClil aCU axd Cl 6X XCk$U UX aUkU u,x oax 

■rul aao ricx xiui hrxrl Si uririlio quo* 6X caa LCk SdkCX 

'MO acm aCU/z CRlCl Sl^O UCX RlSXkO XCl CGQdX CXClU LLz 

LXkU klUL RICUU Ck L’UCRkQ CLIUU L’UCXkO UCkCl XU URlCU 

ia6iu SlC,RkU* 

gcix» "IRClUU i^Ukk USl^RkO/z aucitu likX XRl aci kLM UkkO CSUkkO. 

SdkCX XU RICCI (hi RICU XU l^kUL CLIL UlQiGU XU UR6kO "6SUkL 

UCX' ICCU CXLU uoacu UQURkU CQlb URkL UC166U XU LCLk L, 

Rcil Sc, L'SUkL xi Si, uscl* lURicl (hi, 'mo aci6i acu„ UIX USIC.0 

0,6 6SCd UlLCl US160 IL'Ral, XRCl' lURU^tdU CkCkUO UkX XO UakL 

L, S4kCX Si UUlLCl* X160 due RXL a6X L/ SdkCX LC,X Lz TURkU CICl 

(ua,zk)' uu ucLkU xu ua„k 6Gua xu uritu 'mo acm acuz, ctcLk 

ack kRkO iRRk^x Xk xsau c,a4L atu Si kio xul RGCk auo aCkQ 

X6U UIX Ck Lz tURkL' Uiac CXCkk Ck USlsLO kULC X6GkQ aCL" Ci,lRL' 

C,CLL CklQ UUlXx* XCkk XRL ULk ULIC atXRL kUkCl RklRkO/z RICl ICLkO. 

LXRL LC dOkCX aux X6Gk aCk Ulk S6RX IUL ULIC acXRL ,trace Uz 

Ckl Lz SdkCX ILz TURkU CXlOl XUL IXRL "tdX CGiktk CLLC dQkCX 

akL XU UIX Si, USCL' XC6 XUL RCSSk QURX URLX UCkl XU URUC,ldU 

uusaa t^x kUt SicLkQ ^x^k^kQ' tnsrut at, l, cuRkU UkX cxril aco 

RtlUU 6S16U Rl CC, R6URLU lURU^ldlU Ckl Crk XLO IRC.CLU aRkO 

tee, UR&XCIU atCULU' ULCU klUL Gain Utx URtCl Ck CktO UUIX UUkU 

063 r«uu irauu cqgllu vcnixc. 



L!<3)CL.' "^UXt )C<LCiU L'tf.Ciia flL'Q LXt CXLXL! tdGti lULXDtQ tCGi6' 

Bez &{, exciu iL1 (.ql Lxdx,tt xu icui C5;ia 6S6Ctiu 6tia x, fix, uxa 

10E ®a‘ 
005 GLdt U< X^iSlL' G, C„X’ 

505 XSlLX L‘ U, GQld t/ 

6fii.au m xcun caxxta Lfiu xuuu' 6c6 uguiu cx&rt adicau' 

Ca6tU„ 80s* ULt LlXtO XU X&UC16 dtO Ud tU'cU UUC 

xiuu muu lads^ xiuu' cL adG^ xu uxuA iuuu icmuxa xiuu ^adicm 
(txnfim r„x i,) cxlo xnuix Gixaa xu aimi mix act6 (c^icm cull) 
IU66 XlUl cL fiUtL Udu«U XU UXTlCitai /lUXUA CCCL UC6U' 
CLCUt uccxta uncutO '\rci6i caGL lvscmv cxlo xrmix diux cast 
tcxdicxl,, ice- ULt LiXtU xci ud citil mu.' i^x uuicm* iw daa 6iu 
cL C6 XCX L'dlCitU tulil lUULtl IGlLUd iriXXd ISlRlliQ ICXUULXTta 
fiA tCdi lUuuu igiluiu inxxiu ixicmiu laiXtXta fic,ma uima 

excel (tfiifitu i-.L' l,)' cm ural muxru tied, fiiu cma ma fiiaua 

fiuttd ificiu i^uuuLxn cmcuic fiima- ic6 xexa mi6 ccci^ fi6U 

CXIUI L’GLd CGLdt LL, XitfiiL "L, XitfiXL XICIL CC, XCX UxacitU 

UJttLU ULX71L' XT6 L'UlCiL UdtQ' ifilL tlUL CULL’ UtX LfiU ll CXCXXCXL 

X„1 UCX LCt X^tL'l filUX XC,Gt filCt Ult fiiOX IUL UUC' «LXU fiC, UlLCl 

mem udta' Ct uLt txnrl cua idudfi cxuuua' id ucau ccruLLd 

Grt UCUO' XGXBL iL'UitCl Ct Xd GU CLtXU ULXBU Ct XQ tJttLU ULX3U .die, 

xndca iuiitu efiu umud' Ct udc„u tfixrm ^ua cccta lua txsiai fie, 

emaxem caruLLd s«c' xnxncm cucu uxmeu fi6 u/nxc,u cm tfi/ni uxudto 

umau fili L'filiQ dfim 6UU UfiUCU CULL!* tfilfl CCLXL' filUt LfilU ClU' 

uuum UtX cutxu aa/fl diata ixuA ui.xr.ta' xi ud mm uudiu 

ca firtl uuudi fixea' auiui ixGti ix cuu ifii udixiu xa cicu 

UlU tlUL UU- 

6X UtU dufi icauin iduciu ci uufiiu' xci uial xr.i xils diru ccuxu 
ld,X CtOt udc,,u diua XCGwQ dicu CCXIL XCtt' tLXU diCi fiCtl ULldl XU 

i/ C/) oos* iu:u ca gu aicx uGQid auidifi xcc, Utcxta cacctQ cG.aiaa 
xiua ladta xiua 6gm dirxau ictia udtitdt tdtaa icumv (uixr.fi' 
ccxi cl tcauil,, (txafim' r,/X' t/)' ictia uxa^xat emuxn xiua icxutu 
tafiai afia extuu dXtl rexn xta icuau fi^ uxuA xncxcxu "uuactu 
ucata xicm Ct ud xnct tcxta mm ufiiia uuc "ici tixrmt uxlA 
CXUGQd 1U diefi XU ICiCl 61' tCita X716 UU-d scs* UGldt 1U, Xitfilt CdO 

uuLxn net ud cuiaiu uqgu uxGiditGcuut fimx' l, xaca uix tiufi 

U6UIL lULLO) — uum uaidQ 166 



,0C ««IU UCU' G, 0*1* 

00E LXffliU XlU LV RLLffl 111 QUU CiXlUL1 UUIOI. d^l dUO* 

U.XfflilI tea t< ICifflSiL' ECU C.n„z- 
C05 CLXffliU' LCL" X/ i«t RLCX tQ CUCUIQX UCL CLXdliU' 0, ICi^dia 

ucx uwil uaiu afiiL a mal uix saa ucx1 
/nucxci iais^u1 Ci ium Ci«iu L'euam* xc& ucucil uaicu’d at, ana 
aci.c<.a 6icau ucwuu' xli c<, xi/ua Giuuduo ncua cadicuu xuua 
Xl1 Cl L'LtfiU CC641 UIX «dlC<V IXi XGdlU i^CKStU /nuCteiQ "6ISU1U 6CIX„ 

i„r ixa cl idirl $gcici uiu vaicm iXi xamu ^dcifi «a«nu cucu 
UUUdl CXIGi UCUIXU' UU UIX 6Gt UflUa UUUldl UC1CU Ctdk&U Q,/U' 

CUu UXUQ IL'QCiCL1 due XiGX «^dC<^ fllUCCiiQ XULiCJ UUCl XU «lCl 

GU ULU71 UIS16Q JSXCIl CXilU XlGl* X6X UUdUQ CXIGi Urtl^a ICiUlU 

Ci, UUUdliQ UCURLiD ClilQUQ Hi\ UUdllU CGQldt UCCiXiQ* Xld,0 Xil 

xJ cci Mi<;a (a) uuil uaiu (0 uuil UiUl un^ail rnnauu uuaiuu ws* 
(1 )/n^ia Cil uuuu (1) di^ia Cil uuau rtiGiu iucmuq sa ifliuxd, (u) 
um.au ucriru ixgi^i quo ifiaiuu (u) iLun^iQ ucru exert QGiU 
iqugx a, uatf^iu (t) umiu iuci Giuuiul cc<, uu./n* (l) c$ unua 
ui^L icacm (x) Ci ax crtxat ixm (c) axix eua Una «iUun^iQ 

/ariia cxea "itaiU! icUiD uua udt„u ^uun drtuiu £ax„ mix 
XGfllU £UlCiU dlUCCfiQ XUUQ t'Citl XU U«ldlt (hi, UUdl L'itliQ' CXIGi 

cisua cxiui uxigI ae, ucuxu uLxaicu* xisa aaxau ciuudu xuu 
uuLdiLV rxau gu XiGX ggilgi Hiy cuxu di&au at, ua^a diuudiQ 
dUSUil.ll 6UUUU& Xil tCLXil X<iX CU»X dltXRL L’dlWiO L’ULffliQ ILiXtA 
iu Radi reux' icxiuau li./ ^diCXoos txau "iaril /axU di«ia ixU 
cux UiUiitu u direuxu daa idiauu auaru1 uui uxia xa Ci 
L'UJ-dliQ lUXtA L!LfU71l." Ul.dlU Xil CUiC CXl X(^X UULdlL!// ooj' C<^l«L' 
1//0 CO. CUXil U’l adldiu 1Q1 CLXffliU* U'UU' U’lX UCUiC Ci CXfflL U'dlOiQ 
xiau XG161 xiul dicuic cul Ci urri aux di«iO ULdiia,, (iduSii." q»u' 
cauudi cuxdiiu ucu "u, u-itx ana u, x^i/liu cci a<, u, acu uic^iii 

363 rdiu irxia1 cqgliu vmLXd. 



lie*; 4U1IU xi acil uu«a xi acil uaua iu<sti ecu : uc xiau "xa «s Lixaui 

« <SQ' UdU aCiX <SCi GiLliSia CLCU UC UXUU CtlCU 4«(S<;U (SUCIdUU 

<siSi.il ia ^ua ««<s<;u xa emu cai a<seuu u<s x^mx' icuxia lew 
axiuci <xx» acxu xluq ecu ct fcuiuu <nuix uxnu usual txx axiua cti uu 
uaciX uxiu <lSui slcu ucuic (lUSiU" <;,' c„x) "iutu xuu aaci iai<n<n 

C9 UflU 'iSlCL CiSUidU Se, LCU LC CU«l' XC^ U«UU«»X CKSiU Ci uc tual 
S9 QCULUt s«a' 

x9 <u<s<;at ciau' u^. x/ 
09 CUCIU' 4„t' <SCU' Q,,X< OCULUil SnQ1 

Ci idia iuuiu xa aul xx,f xaccL auu8' xixa fXGxauu 
cucut tc xx,u ecu acscxu nau fo.aciSiU Ci aauad fix cxiiaain 
XI tfif Xi(B fLlUf CUCICUM X,fCi IXQ 0(1 faUiO tfX UlCiU slLCiXX,‘ 
Xi al amx cxil tnxx, xua uaiuu„sS' caau xa fix acd uima 
uil* aaiL mu i(n xa axau me, tc "Xt al fnx exit ten, fdum 
tc rual c\f uurx un uxa x^iux iduc axu xaxa fix fit' auu 
xi aci x,l\iu xiisi cam (afix aciur tit ma x,i cm (avails Ci cant 
usx, ifiui "xa al fux fix cxil xrx„ zs‘ «iat' xa fa/nm idia cutn 
daiSLVig ixa axau me, tc cual (aciSit ctal (Sx, /nai me, caiam 
fa axau me, u xaaiSil cl u<vgux Ci "xxix,ul (ax, irntx^ uux^f daiSf 
xutia x,L(Sf u ftixf xu iaiu faxnm arditf xrifluu.cicfiiu* cx^f 
caxuL axiu nana clL ce, uqguu fuxinu* xi^a tiara xa tana 
CttL G£Xi CGi aoitu fLltlU (SiQlff CfCti fTCiXia IfslCf IfUlSCUf 
at ax,uaf xruruu xafaiam mxet isx, xuu iiatxg, cttl aciSi' xi 
if fix ouia ixiu aGtrn cm XiL uut'if fxxix,f isx, 4u faiam xa isx, 
"Xil Cil f'(Six,a fif <naiu fartuu x<;x (asscu. ax,cmu cx,ct„ os* axat 
caxat ifiti cux,ait xaxata fix rxncf aact G/saiO' axau me, xnaixx, 
if cun isan ifx a$if cugiSiu xs^-aciSiiu* ita if aixx cam fSxfti 
fix x,fQit xu /Si^ fX6iu i^funt xu adciu iiatxx, cadta acx,i ciadtf 
xxidf xruniu Gxaiaf xnfiait t^xiai aucx,a ct" aatu xxiif u 
ifaucia cux,aiL aLtmia /an itaia* ctxxail asm iam xx,f cmi 

ccixis 6uciru udiGu iaiu uaiam XGiat ^oal cuxitia f/aicia 

a s 1 v c a a l 
ujIvqvu ,mi uumiii vuj,uuu tit vatit 



14X 54 OCSiU* 

u xsal <uu^q At, uadGui at, lc Cl xi«dui ac, ucmlu uux xtiaiu flcfitu 
»uu cacti uix 4X Ct aai <L‘iL' ul' xc4 «4L xul — mix uciam* lauutam 
ICi tL'dl Xi« ClSUiL At!, idiQ 4UQ' IL’C^iQ CCIXHLl A.IUd. L’dC«L‘ 4U5«d. 4UQ Ut 

if llaiu tc rlraiu xu uuukliu 4LSu ct uhaiu an ut ffltdia 4uudi 
XL’ %l 4UC1X LXdi &£, UXIL XtAdUl A4 U«AtU Ct UL’ldAU L’tX &t, UAH’ 4&ICIU 

Xt «l lhciX (uauio) ta Acau,, <ilia4«i cuciu b, c/ 1:4. l,V XC4 acmau 

«xhl xul uou 4xu at, lc "lceI xc<li xut «4cx aAtux xial u«x ut Acid.* 

lm acLtiQ eta uUu alibaiu umi acd carna Atdica 4uudi* xaca t«sx ca 

iLX XtCU-dQL' C4L«L' KAtL1 XC4 UClAtU tL'dl UC14L XGAL 4UIC1U Ct LCLt LC 

xul lul Sett tAix 4ua 4&40» (iuxdx4' 4»t' c»u) — uuaicu UtX Ct ul 

(4/ ct/) udiQ 4X rs«L X4X xdta„' aud diAtx alc ggx aix4 4xc« ocuic 

UL XUL AtXRL "UtCll XU L1/ X4lL'tUCS LXU Lit «<CQ XAL XdtCI 4UQ« )tL«dl' 

at, LC QICX OXHL XUL «4 tLt LC (LUL1 CAQ LC! "SUd L'dC/.U 4L'fi«tL 4UB 

clili at, lc xi 4x1* uiActi aghia xu uix. tcil rgu a«iL xuli cxrl tu 
tL'iL' CCtl L'UuQ XL UAX4L' UtX Ut, UCICUl XQ tAtU XtAdU CU L’BUXiBL’ 4UCUUI 

4G( OtLlA XL' ARQURX &4 LA„t BLClUd UCdl XU LCLt LC CXlCl XU ! L’SAtU 

CUttQ L’lX LCU L’dUA IXQ UtCIX UIX 4«UiU L'lttl CUl LttX4 XiA URILIU// 

icasn axU gciB C44 £4 uuu4uu islcul" xc4 RLaup X4cu cdtaL 

uxili uudiGu ulxaihi ait, limbi' risclp cqgliu uu4RiliU.rllaiU 

UGLULU. lUPLd4tl* I4C4 PUL' CCll dlCLXL' 41X4! <.Oi adldi aA4l* 

xi4D ra 4TO14U X5XRU idira' cclku 4g>. ulcu cidiuu- au «uuu' 
dLCU UCS14U* MC4 UGIU Ld PCfflUiO XU UXX14L1 IG^iLtO £4 ulXU* 

4«xilS xu* ecu man xu L'uiul at, uc4t RdiiU L'Q(«na uHfoua &(, 
L’Gl L'LXdlll CLLQU KL14U 11 1714 t«lU URlTltU L'(X UdlGU U11CCU 

CL14 CUXILi (Cau 11 CUT!(U CQGLIU L<U4RIL(U.RLL171(U‘ 

1714 mua L'dlCi L'RG4(X(Q Ul CGUXIRUUQ IL'l CCiL'lUQ UlGCtO CldlB 

mL'(X 154-acSiU g4X4u xq ccilluu ithuu* 4c! xd 4UUS4X c«. uuxiLec 
icicma xiui nsc!4i iac4in< noU 4iu ecu miulau rqilu ruiiU^u 

l'rlu ua auu RuxtRtQ 4L1U uisa ct ua R^^ta xu lrucl 

IRICl L’lX 171CRLU 171XCUXIL dUi.1 XU Ud dUL RG4iXdJ CXIUU 

4QC14 XU U14 UC41U at, (L( UXlLiU RIU1L1Q 1714 UXX14U WSuaU* 

IRRi4X 4X CQGLIU ITlfitdL RC7LUU CLdCt U171X XU L'<.U 45.UL XU L'5Q 

X14P CLXL' ULCL Ct CCUU U 4X UCUU 171L171tQ CUtt UtUlLtQ 

URAtU IL'lGlSUl dAlLtQ XU CIU* 

CXRLL Cxi, rCliU RQURLI CUXIL tRIU URAdl’ Ct UUdlGU URAtUtU IXtAtlU 

UCRt CC4 Ct CH4t RXRLtQ X4U UP CC4itP* RXRLtP X4U RLRltP' 

L'PClSt A4 UCX14U 4X LUldU L’tUU RRUAClUtUP A4 UUCRtP' CtUlL 

AURAtU tUtU RCtl L'UttP IXtAtlU URL’ 4U A4 LCt RLXU AUXIGl 

U4QIL mam — udiBiu tUiu uutiuj ludiiau ar turiir 612 



ut i«tit« Ci ut uix aa deist* ucitu ax «<;uau tit ucitut men «tir 
aSiau L'uca d^atL cqgu um H» eze auataa uutu; cuau. cauu "a^uau 
aut„ xi^a out uix ta aa u.1a uiac cxud u* i^cl xd <;ucix uxiu cai 
utiA* ut L'ix acuit dci.su <lata x^u atit Uix xlsl cai acme "ut axed 
aaccuua L'usaai cadi uaxu uaculiu Hi, xusiu glq icct, no Hi xU laux^ 
XiGX uiacia ci aaL. iuic^ »aci clubiU aiuuiu 41a uauiu ixi^i ua uadicua* 
i^L' CXiQ CdCLSU XUU JlO ill aL'Q iiaci X11U1U CXOiU UdQtiL" ULCU UldUO 
iuic4 ticLiQ xsj; iuidx^ GSaia' c»i' i..t ciUL Ha al ua tcuxaiu i> c.- /laia 
aacaia ecu- uidu uadLX uaum ^iuiu xiaiu x^u KUtc^ xu adiaa- aal 
uacSia xi ucitu UiX utaix uuxai a^ aal imc^1 ux uaGuaia ua um.ua 

08 dan ^L’u^ia xa ua^u "ixa« xuu "taix« aiccu aa xiau caiauutai 

Ci text Hi, tu Jilt. ual dua xc^ xd acd atiauu uaoiuu UX uccitu* 
4x uiCtUL1 xu tu taut iaxu uSaia* uacSia xata duxi xuu czx ux' diau' 

s9 utiau uaaitui uix "uxuu» cux uax^u lucitu UiX Ci uteixu uSUidu 

6U ncji' cGid m cjlcl utcix di dad ut^uiu 11S4 iu flia^L uuaai 
'uu6aiuu.ai.uuu' Ci exau. dad t<;uiu mdau ac,ciu iditX6 diuaia 
CJQLLU CadUX JlO iCllU L'ClflliU CGi dlUU CJJJldGiQ caailU IL'QCLIU 

<:,)• xi6a nil Ci earn.' u ux 6xuuu uaia xd t,u dan. cci mux 
di, iti mum icg^xiu cai ulm um.au muaiaaiu uuua (d,»u' i//cv 
muu&aai $x id ecu. imute xc6 ta ecu. u cmcau ac6u u U6iu 
ct, utua XG161 uuuidia cduu' Ci ac,uau u utai caem unam uxt,u 

acu caxu u UiX t,uta Ci cxutiu UiKia mt^u u, ^jliCi 
XULiQ 08* 

cai cua l,)' xa aid udia yiu uix xciiGiL" cai cuucu adiaiu 
ua Jiai uxgiI adiL imci ix^iua i^u ta du<.u xuuia utua ta ci.ua 
xiuL U6iua„ (iu,w id) s9* dasu usaia ux tut,u xida uTudu cua 
duaitia CiU scu cciXi ifluxt, ucciXia Ciam uua diCia t,uCiX 
duau di, at,uau u a ucax xiau dtit "uxuu uix nan. lcuui Clam 
idaxu ufiaiQ ai^i di uaux^' cuxu ta cl Ci uuu aaiuu taxm 
diidiia cci idiux^ al utit,u udia ecu di xur.a lal uc xi ifitu tit 
c„u.c„u) uaucuu di, udiicu al utt,iu- aid ease u Lux a xuu 
cm) c^iau c,ial ct,Ui auc6 lux dmiuu da aadu cGud udua (i«v 
efflix uxui adil luic^' da i/nuxt* ucaxu Uix t,xuuiu Uiam 
c,uxiu ac,uau Huau cd daxu liam dicuxdia aau tit axud atit 
uaucu cc, cL uucu di udiGU uuua adii/a xuu acaxiud (.i„u.i,„a) 
uix cruxu caaiuu jluidu jtiuucqqu di, taxu lUdxc,- tax tu,u iu 
aui' iQiu utiSu di udiGU u /nudiadi aid uccu 6iaiu uamm dxaa 
Ha ciqgl uxiUia ai taiu uamm unci ua/iiiUia altj nicuu ucu 

ozz Cdlll ICXldU CQBLLlI iCnLXd 



88 ZSCUU ILU" t, C,' 

is <ua^Q<. cuciu a, c, l\, 1/ 

IKd L'dC„U CZULiS lU^CZl X6X £XUU ZSCflU X&GvO /Tin." GU CZGU.ZS Ct £Ct, 
tuio czua cz^ucziu urnta' czul czsiucziu tit icztit izsxu tcziu uczzzuu 
cute eczt<iu znz,xue xuertu xz,Gta ilj:„X' xi aui me l<^x zsru ufii^a 

WfeU RlCtU Ct led tit ICZtIt UtX CUUUZ,U tCZlU UCZZStU' Cl, CZXXl 
WC ICZtlt CXU XUL UUUZ,U tCZlU Lfa^ltU* ItO tZXCZL XUU ZSUICX CCL 

QSlUl IL'liU 88 CCZXCZU IU '%/SUtU £CIX„ litZlU URZStU UO XUL ICZZ,UCZU 
XLQLiQ iua iQii exua' xsuctQ fe u, ife czzstui aa « xul ezrud 

XiSiU ccai.ua iciuuu fe GUUtUl* cal znuxd xu cz^uczu tit icztit 
"r«i!u aiQ tuua iczctua UGtsul cuxzstua' ueidd nufiiutua* 
/nix^l udx 6Ciun znxd ezde^d tua $t«m uezzstui iuu/sicu exu 
cqiL tcziu uczzStU* eczdia xul txczu "irtua t,ux exta tua iczuttul,, 
Ri^a ucx mt icztit ex cxczszs cd tcziu ugmuu usua ucx- xi<u 
6/tua ^ciX//is‘ cczxczu U! ucacu "^ua z,cix,, cziluu cruxu zsa 
t'CZfliUi XQUl Ut CiSClUta — fetCIlU tit ICitlti X<lt xuu ixilL — 
ueza czcLt^tu Citiua* ecu turn "xucut Ct tzsezzr du,t — iucziu 
cad ucru xi cxczxrttuu ai, udiGu u i^Gflczta xct&i ccigu' xiz,a 
cc^ xigI ucczt uu^czil czd<sita cz^uctu u na tcziu uczzniu xi clxzsiuu 

CZGCt. ZSGZQGL GZSCZtO UCZltU UlU CZILUU ZSa dt60 UCX (.ltd slUdl)* 

"^Sua 4Cix„ zsczicca uc66t cqgllu u uix tcziu ukzsiU' xczlui uc^u 
C6 uiczl uiu* uiczl met uudta cz^uczu tit icztit czaiczl gu ccz^iq 
zsxcd zsrczzaci xuui Uix Ct ^x atci ecu xuu xc£ czgz,uI uczisL 

6CIX t„C ULUS' Riel CZXRL IU slGi CiLlZS UIXC„L IUIQGIU 
^uazsl ucuta zsiti.a acu ta uaxau Ct. azsGa tit icztit dfiuiu 
t,u rtdnx (ziLau g, c, zsru <.,) uczlclvo &(, dc«.du id aic, i„c uila 
URZJXtC' CilRL RG£U U/jHiO CICU CRCirU" Cd CZQGL CZXRLta uczauG^a 
xi uguuuu ixuua axui-ta xiuu fin. auu cz^uczu tit icztit icigu 

XGtU £dcut auiu ixuuta dics^a xiuu cudieu uczzstuau uuxzsitu 
zsxd uSu dcitfu entzs zuczl cz^uczu u* tzdiuiu xulio odutaia xiuu 
uciffliuau uxi ucat uu^cziu luxtuu d'zsu uud cd au xt,u xt,x 

xl £RUU uiau udzsu ccidux cd cz^urzu tit icztit icd udieu 

XiX CZUCU fed CXlGl Cfed 

czt,ciu izsuxt, cxigI ncz?i ixruni xU c^ xai czica Guru czxilzv iu 
ruxu zsiuidxt,' cucL 6czd<^u' uxu xu zsicu uti^a t,xuxa uoil 
uu zneaen uix ««^L czc^u uiu tRzni6 fe taux^ exusa fe«i.c„c)- 

uduiL icu.Lcn — udiEiu tUiu uum.u luduuu nr mar izz 



ncucl guqxciiX' uriuL cSlci Xitu aauau xce, cHlL "aamux» uix 

^CIX IQiClCX LXCi^ GUCKBiX ClffiUlUX,, CICl ClXClL IL' L'lX ClSLG^ lU^ll 

3, L’, Ui, V IL'XIBL L'lX XO cl L, iltX "L'CIU CfflClS HltlU xu xd 41 u<;d 

eo udLX lcli'a, i„x' o' u<d axiui uaxo. tasx xa CiLi«<;hi aciSm 
•t0 ac^ux L'is* ^unucL' c, o Hama ozi ixa xzr 
00 QGLi' LCLiO Q, m„V 

axt* mtu ^aiu uaniiu' 
LS«X XI L4«X flICL' al L'K<U L'UClHIi iC^lULt AtiO XULllf ^B^lICim — tlUL aa„l 

iSa Ci L'Ci<;a iUlc cbhiL x^U nitu (l'x^U umciiSi) HLil xhixl' — xul ecu at, 
:dc<; Ci xibl gxbl iu aaoa Ha l'lHu uaic&u caxocia L’daaia tut, tc daax 
a^uau tix latix ticu canity Hiiiu uaicxu mdm l'ix i„c uiua ixa xGii,i 
uanuu icd lc ci a^iiam uHaia <x uic^tu <;uamL aut aaacL uitiQ' ual 
«a eti ifliLXi; ffliaici xi ecu cxlxo' clxi ^uHiL ct <;gi bxkl iu maci iaiu 
IL' UL'itL' CLXfflltL' a^UBlU Cil L'HaiO HSCiO' IXUL CL a^UBU dClSU HOiO 
ona IL' (c»n' x,) ixa mHai dicx <;Haia aiHia oaa iu <c,,t' x,)1 <Gi LHu axaL 
L-auLflux Cl l’b^l' utitia amaniu qo^ <tfaia Uidia ffld lUidx^ actu xu GUSu 
.714 L'Lcua "ck;u«iij utitia» uix <x cgiliui uju lxiO' ci xa cai hiccl l’Hil 
L'HiUti ^cuty.1* ail. uaxau Ht, lal ulihi uHi<;a aHu H^ iu iH«l uHlu — uaici 

os ci GiLun ua^a "iuia L'Hi^a,, L'ix Ci icix <ntu cqll L'Hua' ecu 

arm cuau iXLidiQ cca amuu mi urmixm m ucuu urn Ci lcu 
<;UQdU UUdLiO I6XLC1 flLiGU — IUIX CHQil. Ci X6U L'dldO UL'iCL! 

dz,iua amdxv d,„ci i„x) Ci cri idiux^ imuaiai cc^i uul ac, lixuciU 
X%1 1, l7iriU XU UdX RCXU CdJiRl Cl UKL' L’J/ dlXiO diucmc XlCll 

u- a,) ecu: ucam cruu emu iu crJ cm uadum uxcu dnum medu 
cu curs UGQid "ucam cruu emu uscu daum diedu,, (am^i' 

ICl cadlQ XUL LlLdl L, ilCU CdlQ L< XCX CL, 1LCI1U UU L, XC>? 

ucidim dJiul xi da aid daa uum uauia* 
xuli amci UXX14U’ "an util uxu£* ddim CGt dirLXU xi da miu 
XUL UC61 dli CldliU UU aLXL' Ci d^UQU 11 UL'X CLXdliU tUlU UCll!liU 
adiiU' ciaai mr, ux' rnua uul uxux,„io acu ex aai at, xu am 
x^idiL "xa uici d,aaiL xu u/ncu ucx^i am^im ciLdnu auc^i at, 

uamiu»08* a<mau xu mxu dmau xmx ^rniu uamm* icl xiul l, 
mriu cmdu aul uilu: di^idim <;miu xu mxu: LCidm 6miu 
"XLCd UlGdlU dli^ U' — CX,iaL' UUXilU ClUl — lUl: LXdlUU CaJiLia' 
diu xiu* CLLmu dr, UGQid "UiGid auu gxH„ (lcliO t,„v x,) rxau 
uadim* ulqu u aixxu aad aacGL axaum xuum uacLi^m cd 
udiLXU "luiiiXL miu uadim,, i^Giu a^uau u udta 6xaLi 6iaiu 

uLCLm "imxL mm uaiiim,, os xi^a iinru xa xlqx aLdi„i acm 
uGuiu u^d xur, at, mm uamm ex xuli ae,uau xu mxu camadiu 

zzz rd,iu urxia1 iobliu imLXd, 



«u ms aaatL tm umu uama 4rg4U ur sGau 4mctu ct ms asuu siuu 
c£sai' 848 auuuua ctiQib su sas£t uc4til utiti sa auuu cos uccil* su;a 
ricilu su uaaui sc4 siaiu aas^u ut im4ti ucix £4 <u uuT4iu ciu u< 
umu uauta* l£u u ducu 4aicl uaaia crcisu tmds4 £4 £ul iu asitu 
(Gk4 su U141U ut uauili Niua csa ciuuu cas uccil' laa xuu ac4ua uus 

eo saca cuaus sum cm.ua ucuiua 4ticul 4GQid iu tsau m u, c£sai 
rn.su auc tout csto dua tat uaam u£duta- 
cm ausu tUii liucuQ' 14s uutu aicu caatm cc4 sigI asai Luiaim. 
ctCQO. su uaicu carta su" ixa ta tdia 4uutu e£i4a ucs' uu«a si ssau 
c«4ta "cac£ au ut« UiH m uis au cuu4ul' "istl 41 U4d„ aaa£iul auis 
4s KUQ «t aau "duo„ ac£ art ut stl 41 U4d — si £4tti 4dc4 Ct ucitu 
‘Us caauu' C4iaL' tmu tq caua S4U tq suit cl* ictua4at uaicl — so 
iu ms 1/ auo uaiciu ucsiu suit as4U tit aul uctu 4taiu uaam u£dLua 
4£ul Ctl caua icd Ctua4«t' caua uaicl ms ct at aucu cial uxuiQtl' 
auTaatS ms «4ail uttu laictu taiSta Lsaiua' C4iau' .suotl uu austa 
tq c£i4a mu 1 4cl taL ms Gtuaa a4 cctOtl riogs iduia Ct ua4u 
isi4t utuu 4Gtti uqux sum* UC44 au£ tGaa usud su U4di sa tsu caieu 
£4 i/ arm ut lout aul 4C4 ul£iu uuu4u u£ua 4cis si taiu uaatu' 
4Cis» Gua xu Stti austa 4£ul' ct uasau aucu 4s £4 u£i4a mu UUU4 8C4 
xc4 aauu a4i amu cuiol 41 4£ua 4cis' C4iau' 48 cautL 41 au 48C14 4£utt 
scsu su iu c£tl Gudaats isiau ls"4 quiuu c£i4a uiu cul Gtdaats 

SdlS liXIRLU "CIO t£U£U Stl CUtC CSl H4S CIQ tdil£lU SUL 4tC(lir 

t«iu L'Qduu 4m wur iliru 4iu rassu tuau 154 ucaid na tiaisiu 

URSRL L'LSdtll &UCSU RtU£14Rt CLCIU L'LlUa SU GQldt UU44 IRdLtQ 

Sara tiara tq rsrub suua ursuub su a^uau tit irut* 

URdltU IL'RdltU UIH tUtU UR TSU OU, TIT IRTIT co* 

XGdlL 4L’LCtU Ct R4URU TIT IRG^Ul CSU 4C4 L'tlUL CSRJi£ UdlGU 

i4x txaua 4dsU S4uu al Utituu' usta sa Xigs ct RLCLt tiuLua 

CtLt R4I. URffltU ica t£lLS6 tfflURdll ClS£t C^t UUl ffl^UQ dlOt dlCtO 

RUTCKtB Ct CSULtU L'tRtB tlS^L* UT lUt4tl &(, tLUS^tB S14B tG4l 

S14B L'ULTLU tUdl6Rt 4CHLCL C,A SLRL Ct S4LL IRLL Utl 

dlGL' L'lX I'RICl tRIU L'RffltU* 

1'RdltU* IRSRLl dl4 L' tlTU RUUt4 CH^tB "GUL dLtX CTIT T,£UtL 4US,. 

IK tBIU L’RdltU' ULt UStB UTl Ct R4URU TIT IRTIT CXU CCSdltU tRIU 

UUtHl4lTtU L'tUlLtU’ ILTU CTtl URdLdl UlS SUL L'RSILlSlU UUdllCtB 

CGLUS URUU//1 14s CRl £IB15L' CGtLlffl L’RSRL UUCB ICL CQGU £4 

dlCtB QICIU S4U dlUQ UL’ttCL1 C£tl UCTU 41 CRl dlUCtU CORl £4 £RlLtB' 

IL'RICl L'C44t £14 URSRL UlS Ct CTtl CtU L'RdLffl tCIS NULt £IC£ 

ucuic ditiauRdii cc4t uriad 4^ilL uilgu uru ud QR4 4qicu rlicu- 

udCtiL laacn — udiGiu tain uumai iQ4uuu ur latrtt* £zz 



carta ^ axaua aucxci xd ^Liaucd' xc<; L’udLa l\uu uuir 
Ut ICttU ^tttlll L'C^iU’ Ct LMIU XQ LrtL! L'CiXULU «^U«L’ U# L'CMdGL' CCiQQL 

l'qlcI Lixaia GodL' u c*' exeat* utic wcurt' itie uaxwua aducaa tlQ 

lcl" u,x' C/ ca ica ru *«dei /ncrt am tcct utxai ^art^ii ^ Q^LUL 
ccacl 4i<; axaua xuua atcix* ccl* fix xiat rt^ qcL iiwll^ udex 
GGtLua xu duau c^uca* u etxfluu xi rxesrt L'udiGu utMUUtU' ua artu 
^rti<;a L'cx (rtcaua 68e.z.8e)* xc^ fix ^x L'flXiU cc^qgl xli.^ a^ axaua L'aLXtflua 
axaua flca;uau xu i«xu uux uarttCL’ uxulul' tudiGU uaduu ertd glulil 

2G L'UCQ UCL CQGLl ajBoioaiji eipsipanp CMUL^ ^L’lCiU rt^ Gt «QGL 

,.0 CLXdUU UCL' G/ G,/U' LV 

4t«lU UGAULI rt^ 1U till <U<L# 
^qlU ua l'cmui ccaax ^rtL^a ucx* xt^a xa umu Lto! auduau uuai uauui 

£L ^.QlU iZh liCWUU zuduuu i&lifl UCK sc* 

ixa cQLL yXU LlldUQ CIKUQ XUUQ UCWUUQ XU C^UGU XU WWC 

ixu ^x tUtU 6i rta cu t&UQ i xc^ axius iu uJlq ^aiu l'gmuu ufiduicr 

/BLflUQ C£C -ufia Ci XU l«XU <XIX x^ra XLfU duU X^UIU C* &l£t 

XIUU CUL^UL' XI LMUL CNGISlWJU' IUUC QCUclS' C<. IfiL* 11 UCUU 

uaxaua wducka xu c^uau xu icuu <^aiu n^tu xi dlc&o 

ucmuu ixul ^«iu xu to* xc^ axaua X6U a&cua ua urttL 4&igiu 

^2 ran ittuai raGim dnLHt 



THE ASSUMPTION OF MOSES AND THE 
REVOLT OF BAR KOKBA 

Studies in the Apocalyptic Literature 

By Solomon Zeitlin, Dropsie College 

The little volume which we possess today under the 

name of the Assumption of Moses is actually a composite 
work consisting of two books, The Testament of Moses and 

a treatise known to the Church Fathers as The Assumption 

of Moses. In his De Principiis, Origcn mentioned an apoc¬ 

ryphal book entitled The Assumption of Moses,1 and, in the 

Acts of the Seco?id Nicenc Council, 787 C. E.,2 3 a reference is 

found to a book of the same name.23 In a list of apocryphal 

works, however, mention is made of the Testament of 

Moses* 

Now, it chanced that nearly ninety years ago a renowned 

Italian scholar, Ccriani, discovered in the Ambrosian 

Library of Milan a palimpsest manuscript of the sixth 

century which bore no title, but which Ccriani identified 

1 El primo quidem in Genesi serpens Evatn seduxisse describitur: de 

quo in Adscensione Mosis, cujus libelli mcminil in cpislola sua apostolus 

Judas, Michael archangelus cum diabolo disputans de cor pore Most's, ait 

a diabolo inspiralum serpentem causam exstilisse pracvaricationis Adac 

cl Evae. Lib. Ill, 2, pp. 303-4. Origenis, Opera Omnia, ed. C. H. E. 
Lommatzsch, t. XXX, Berlini, 1847. 

3 Acta Gy nodi Nicaenae II. 

aa Sec below note 4. 

J See A. Hilgenfcld, Mcssias Judacorum, Libris Eorum Paulo Ante 

El Paulo Post Christum Nalum Conscriptis Illuslratus. Lipsiac, 1S69; 

pp. 461-2; G. Vollcmar, Mose Prophetic, Und Himmclfahrt. Leipzig, 
1867; pp. 7-9. 

1 
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2 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

with the passage quoted in the Acts of the Second Niccne 

Council.4 Since that passage was quoted in the name of 

the Assumption of Moses, Ceriani named the work he 

discovered The Assumption of Moses. Schiirer5 and Charles,6 

however, have pointed out that this Assumption of Moses 

is actually The Testament of Moses, while only a small 

portion of it is The Assumption of Moses. 

The manuscript which was discovered by Ceriani is 

defective and badly preserved. Its Latin rendering is 

imperfect and, at times, ungrammatical.7 It has no division 

of chapters and verses, and often many of the letters are 

undecipherable. The palimpsest itself comes from the sixth 

century. Undoubtedly, this Latin version was rendered 

from the Greek, and hence, it may be assumed that it was 

made not later than the end of the fifth century or the 

beginning of the sixth. The original language of this book 

was without doubt Hebrew,8 but both the Hebrew and the 

Greek text have been lost. 

4 The passage in the Acts of the Second Niccne Council reads as 

follows: MeXXow 6 TrpocprjTrjs Mcovorrjs e^uuai rod ffLov cos yeypairrac 

h pipXcp 'AvaXripeois Mcoucrccos irpoaKaAeaapevos ’Iriaovv vlov Navrj 

Kai 8ia\eyopevos irpos avrov ecp77. Kcu irpoedeacraTO pe 6 #eos irpo 

Kara^oXqs Koapov efoaL pe rrjs bta^ijKiqs avrov peacTTjv. Ceriani 

identified this with the follwing words found in the manuscript: Ilaquc 

excogitavil cl invcnil me, qui ab initio orbis lerrarum praeparatus sum, ut 

sun arbiter tcstamenli illius. Thus, he came to the conclusion that the 

manuscript is the Assumption of Moses mentioned by the Church 

Fathers. 

5 Gesch icJile, vol .III. 

6 Apocrypha and Pscudcpigrapha, vol. II. 

7 Eg. tunc for nunc, tib for tribus, scenac testimonium for sccnom 

testimonii, cum Moyscs for turn Moyses, occidit for occidct, docentcs for 

diccntes, et leges for leges cl, in domutn for in dominant. The Greek, as 

well, of which the Latin is a translation, must have contained some 

serious mistakes. Comp, note 132. 

8 See Charles, op. cit. Comp. idem. The Assumption of Moses, Trans¬ 

lated From The Lathi Sixth Century Ms., The Unemended Text Of Which 

Is Published Herewith, Together With The Text In Its Restored And 

Critically Emended Form, London, 1897, pp. XXXVIII-L. 
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THE ASSUMPTION OF MOSES—ZEITLIN 3 

Ceriani published The Assumption of Moses in the 

Monumenta sacra et prof ana in 1861. Five years later 

Hilgenfeld edited the text;9 then Volkmar followed and 

provided a German translation and a commentary.10 In 

1868, Schmidt and Merx again edited this Latin version,11 

and three years later Fritzsche included it in his Libri Apoc- 

ryphi Vet Testamenti Graecet publishing the text of Ceriani 

on one page and the emended text on the opposite. 

1'he Assumption of Moses which we now have, begins 

with the statement that in the year two thousand five 

hundred from the creation of the world” Moses summoned 

Joshua to tell him that he (Moses) was about to pass away, 

and he gave Joshua instructions how to administer the 

people. We are also informed that Moses told Joshua to 

preserve the books which he delivered to him, to set them 

in order, and to "anoint them with oil of cedar and put 

them away in earthen vessels in the place which He made 

from the beginning of the creation of the world.” The 

author then deals briefly with the period from the death of 

Moses down to his own time. He shows familiarity with 

the history of the Jewish people — their exile by the Baby¬ 

lonians, their restoration to the land of their fathers, and 

their tribulations under Antiochus Epiphancs. Next, he 

tells about the Hasmoneans who usurped the high priest¬ 

hood and the kingdom. He is aware that Herod ruled for 

thirty-four years and calls him an “insolent king.”13 To¬ 

wards the end, the author relates the rest of the history of 

the Jews, revealing his conviction that the salvation of 

9 Op. cit. 

10 Op. cit., pp. 137-152. 

“ “Die Assumptio Moses, mit Einleitung und erklarenden Anmer- 

kungen herausgegeben" (Archiv fur wisscnschajtliche Erfors chung des 
Allen Testaments, I. ii 1868). 

** Qui cst bis millesimus et quingentesimus annus a crealura orbis lerrae. 
13 Rex petulans. 
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4 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

Israel would come through the establishment of a theocratic 

state. 

The general opinion is that this book was compiled 

shortly after the death of Herod, that is, in the first two 

decades of the first century C. E.'4 As to the authorship 

of the book, scholars are divided, some maintaining that 

the author was a Pharisaic Quietist,'5 others that he was a 

Zealot.'6 Before determining the authorship and the date 

of the book, however, we must clarify a few important 

obscurities. 

Taxo 

In chapter 9, we read: “Then (in that day there) will 

(be) arise a man of the tribe of Levi, whose name will be 

Taxo, who, having seven sons, will speak to them."'7 

A considerable literature has been written about the 

identity of Taxo. Scholars believe that in the identification 

of Taxo lies the real significance of the book. Hilgcnfcld,'8 

for example, assumed that the name Taxo means Messiah. 

He arrived at this conclusion through gematria, the letters 

T£y equal 363, and those of irtsnn likewise equal 363. 

Volkmar assumed that the word Td£o> was corrupted from 

Ta£to, and believed again through gematria that it meant 

Rabbi Akiba, for Ta£io equals 431 and tapy pan equals 

431.19 Colani holds the opinion that Taxo meant Rabbi 

Jehuda ben Baba, who was put to death at the time of the 

Hadrianic persecutions; Colani also arrived at his opinion 

14 See below p. 10. 

15 Charles, op. cit. 

,6\V. J. Deane, Pseudepigrapha: An Account Of Certain Apocryphal 
Sacred Writings Of The Jews And Early Christians, Edinburgh, 1891, 
pp. 105-6. 

17 Tunc illo (die erit) [dteente] hofno de tribu Levi, cujus nomen crit 
Taxo, qui habens VII filios dicel ad cos rogans. 

" Op. cit., pp. 466-7. 

19 Op. cit., p. 60. However, the name of Akiba has a yod in it, to’py. 
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through gematria.J0 Hausrath thinks that by the substi¬ 

tutive method of at bash nbv was transformed into loan, 

the Greek translator erroneously taking the a as D.” Shiloh 

stands here for Messiah. Wiescler thinks that Taxo refers 

back to ’tmn, “the badger-like one."” This designation he 

suggests is derived from the fact that the pious dwelt in 

caves in the earth.13 Rosenthal points out that nV’» is 

numerically equal to two and says it has reference to a 

second Moses who was to rise again.” Lattey agrees with 

Hausrath that Taxo is Shiloh, and that Taxo thus stands 

for the Messiah.” Burkitt*6 and Charles identify Taxo 

with Eleazar of II Maccabees:” Holscher agrees with 

Burkitt that Taxo refers to Eleazar, but says he is another 

Eleazar of the time of Bar Kokba.aS Torrey” states that 

Taxo is Mattathis, “the father of the Maccabees and all 

the Hasmonean dynasty.” He writes, “In the numerical 

value of the letters used, ‘Taxo’ corresponds exactly to 

‘the Hasmonean,' in Aramaic, but not in Hebrew.’30 

These theories cannot be seriously entertained. Some of 

them are ingenious, but they do not answer the question 

who is Taxo, who had seven sons and who exhorted them, 

as we are informed, to observe the law and to die rather 

than transgress the commands of God. He could not be 

20 Revue dc Theologie, 1868, pp. 90-4. 

21 Neutcstamcntl Zeitgesch. IV, p. 77. 
32 Jahr. f. d. Th. 1868, p. 629. Comp, also Deane, op. cit.t p. 119. 

2* Deane is of the opinion that Taxo “is probably the Low-Latin 

word meaning 'a badger,’ equivalent to the Hebrew tynn tachash." 

2< Vier Apokryphischc Bucher, Leipzig, 1885, p. 31. 

25 Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 1942. Comp. H. H. Rowley, The 

Relevance Of Apocalyptic, pp. 128-30. 
26 Jewish And Christian Apocalypses, The Schweich Lectures 1913, 

London, 1914, pp. 37-39. 

2? Charles, op. cit., p. 30. 
28 Zcitschrift fur die ncutestamentlichc Wisscnschaft, 1916, 117-8. 

29 The Apocryphal Literature, New Haven, 1945, pp. 114-16. 

jo P. 116. 
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Mattathis, as Dr. Torrey believes, because Mattathis 

encouraged his sons to resist and fight the Greeks,31, while 

Taxo was opposed to combatting the enemy.32 Dr. Torrey 

is of the opinion that the seven sons represent “the seven 

Hasmonean rulers, from Judas to Antigonus."33 But, as 

a matter of fact, there were ten rulers from Judas to 

Antigonus.34 These are not the only objections that can 

be raised against Dr. Torrey’s theories, as well as those 

of other scholars. Is it not anomalous that the author of 

The Assumption of Moses should make use of gematria 

for the names Messiah, Hasmonean, Mattathis, Shiloh. 

Certainly, he would not use the method of gematria to 

arrive at the word Messiah, for none of the apocryphal 

writers ever adopted this method of gematria. Furthermore, 

the use of gematria, I believe, was not known to the Jews 

during the Second Commonwealth. None of the scholars 

has suggested any reason why the author should substitute 

the name of Taxo for that of Messiah or Hasmonean. 

I venture to say that the word Taxo is the Greek word 

To£ov latinized by the author. Toxon means a bow, in the 

Hebrew keslict. 

The word keshet occupied a conspicuous place in the 

early Jewish theology. Rabbi Joshua ben Levi said that 

when a Jew sees the keshet in the sky he must fall to the 

31 See I Mac. 2.64-66 . . . lcrx^are Ka'L a-vbpi^todt tv vopup . . . 
ouros vpiv tarai apxuv orpartas kol'l iroXtpTjcrtL TroXtpov Xauv. 

31 Ch. 9. In making use of chapter divisions, I fellow the edition 

of Fritzsche. The manuscript itself, as I have said, has no chapter 

divisions. 

33 Op. cit., p. 116. Comp, also idem. Jour. Bib. Lit., 1943. Comp, also 

W. Bousset, Die Religion dcs Judcntiims im Spdthellenistischc?i Zeitalter, 

1926, p. 232; J. Lagrange, Lc Judaism, Avant Jesus Christ, 1931, 
pp. 237-242. 

34 Judas, Jonathan, Simon, John Hyrkanus I, Aristobulus I, Alex¬ 

ander Jannaeus, Alexandra, John Hyrkanus II, Aristobulus II, 
Antigonus. 
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ground.35 According to the Talmud, the keshct was created 

on the sixth day (Friday) at twilight.36 From the Book of 

Genesis, we learn that when God made a covenant with 

Noah that “neither shall there any more be a flood to 

destroy the earth71 the keshet (bow) was to be the token of 

the covenant between God and Noah.37 In the Book of 

Ezekiel, it is related that when Ezekiel saw the chariot, 

he declared: “As the appearance of the bow that is in the 

cloud in the day of rain, so was the appearance of the 

brightness around about, this was the appearance of the 

likeness of the glory of God.’*38 The author of the Book of 

Revelation wrote that he saw “a white horse: and he that 

sat on him had a bow; and a crown was given unto him: 

and he went forth conquering and to conquer.7'39 The Zohar 

connects the keshet with the coming of the Messiah. It 

affirms that when the keshet appears in very bright colors 

and the world is lit up by it, then the coming of the Messiah 

will be near.40 Thus, we see that the keshet occupied an 

important position in the early Jewish theology. 

3S-V3D Vy Vuj’p “ins pya nppn n« nttnn p ypin» *1 idn nnoaVK Ytt 
^y Vsni ntoto 'n naa mm ntno ton... pya n\n im nppn ntona nctop 
ua. Bcr. 59a. 

J6 nppm ... p nipnpn pa nap anya unas onan nnpy. Abot 5. 
*7 pya nppn nnm... pan pai *ra nna nnm pya nnj npp n« 

nn ps: Va pat on^N pa o^iy nna id6 nnmi. Gen. 9.12-16. 
& Ezek. 1.28. 
« Kal l8ov• hnros X€uk6s k<h 6 Kadriutvos lw' avtov lxup to!-op 

Kal iSddrj abrto are^apos Kal plkwp Kal ha mijtTfl. Rev. 6.2. 
See also Sirah, 43.11, 18e tS^op Kal tb\oyr]crov top iroirjaaPTa abro] 

50. 7, cos iJXtos kK\afjL7T(x}p kirl pabv {fll/larov Kal us to%op Ip 
pe<pl\ais 86^7js. 

Ntappnm tn n^aa ’wua Nnppna!? npp \sn sonr ttmVj p ^tnP1 ]ips’ nai 
nan tA NoVyo p^noo mn na «att ^ -son “p mv tonn n'V not* n^ya^> 

ns pnai NoVyV rnjnn pnna nna Noppno no*?ya npp nn vnnn ny wvpot 

p nna maVn tn pya nna npp n« nn pa*?y n nr nppn ntnoa ;(na 'a) n’PD^> ’V 
’Pia^ nn^PK npp wnm pun pya nnj npp rtt ;(n'Ptna)... tto!?y nantn nov 

ny aVao unnto worn nn aon nrm tniab npa p^o kpuV tonnai npn1? anu 
mottp i’tsp pVo ttm ttn»m ’V'Van nv 'n na« oip ;(onspn ’a) nn« tonn 
nnan turn Vaan toVn^ KnVy Vy tuiaV t^N trntt t6 nppi naonp tmana 
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The author of the Assumption of Moses when he wrote m 

(ro^ov) nwp n\T n1? d:wd (din) v'x (jyiy) mp' 11 Tunc illo 

(die erit) [dicente] homo de tribu Levi, cujus ?iomen erit Taxo,” 

“then will arise a man of the tribe of Levi whose name will 

be Taxo” may have had in mind the prophecy of Zech. 6.12. 

hn rom riDs* vnnnjYi nos run "idr1? mtux 'n idr hd 

'i.4°a The Church Fathers maintained that this passage 

referred to Jesus. The Septuagint translates the word nos 

by ’AvaroXrj branch or offshoot. Justin Martyr maintained 

that this passage of Zcchariah referred to Jesus.41 He also 

rendered the word ndx by ’AvaroXr), but in the sense of 

East. The Vulgate renders this passage: Haec ait Dominus 

excrcitum, diccns: ECCE VIR ORIENS NO MEN EIUS: 

el subter cum orielur, et aedificabit tcmplum Domino. El ipse 

exlruet templum Domino. The word nos is generally trans¬ 

lated in the Vulgate by germen.42 In this passage, however, 

the Vulgate renders it ORIENS, East. Thus, the Vulgate 

definitely follows Justin Martyr in that it gives the trans¬ 

lation of Zcchariah as “a man whose name is East,” mean¬ 

ing, of course, Jesus. The rabbis, likewise, interpret the 

word rm as referring to the Messiah.43 

The words of Zech. 6.12 present a certain ambiguity. 

Does this prophecy refer to Joshua, the priest of the tribe 

na>p Ninn ’nti n'pn ... nn:n hum p'^D NnunuoV ’in ndWji an 

D'Vzn wa ipr nay i.tni npntn p-ioao nVn irra *6 
(diud 's ,n:omo N’y-i). According to the Zohar, keshet is Mattatron, 

who is the chief of the angels and is even called the Almighty. 
40a He only substituted the word rwp for nos. 

41 Kat ITaXti^ *AvcltoXt] ovo/ia avrov Zaxapfas (prjal. Dialogue with 
Trypho, 121. 

41 E. g. Jcr. 23.5; 33.15; Ezck. 16.7. 

4J Mid. R. Lam. 1, w nos ion p yamr 'n .. . n^on “]Vd bv wv no 

pn-i’d 'nw omo *iox id’s Ysa pr nos’ vnnnoi ide; nos run -idnw 

nos Kin DruD wn pn NioKnnD pn NJutyin NrVs k^i mn Yk .oruo uoo. 

See also Targum Jonathan ad loc. ’mm ^ann Yny .top tnaj 

m w. Comp, also Rashi ad loc. Vun n'pon ihin onmo 
up nuan nano nrn pyn. 
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of Levi, or to Zcrubbabcl of the tribe of Judah? The rabbinic 

tradition holds that it refers to Zerubbabel.44 From the text 

itself, however, we may infer that it refers to Joshua of the 

tribe of Levi. 

A study of the Assumption of Moses reveals the fact that 

the author did not believe in a Messiah but held that God 

would reveal Himself in this world. The man named Taxo, 

keshett would herald the coming of God in His full majesty.45 

Assuming that the word Taxo actually is a latinized 

Greek word to£of the fact that in this Latin text we have 

a Greek word does not present any difficulty. This is not 

the only place where the author did not translate the Greek 

but rather transliterated it. Examples of this arc: chedrio46 

(cedar) xeSpoco; her emus47 (wilderness) eprjpos; and aero- 

bistia48 (uncircumcised) aKpo^varia. As to the word Taxo 

instead of toxon, as we should expect if this word is a 

transliteration of the Greek, we must bear in mind that 

the Latin translation in general is faulty. There are many 

other errors both in textual structure as well as in 

grammar.48a 

Date of Composition 

The same wide divergence of opinion that exists with 

regard to the word Taxo also exists as to the date of compo¬ 

sition and the authorship of The Assumption of Moses. 

Ewald,49 Wicseler50 and Dillmann51 are of the opinion that 

« See Rashi ibid. Vann? Kin lay nos. 

45 Comp. ch. 10. 

<6 Ch. 1, 17. 

« Ch. 3, 11. 

<8 Ch. 8, 3. 

484 See note 7. 

Gesch. des Volkes Israel, vol. 6. 

s° Op. cit. 

51 See the literature given in Hcrzong’s Real-Encyc. 3rd cd., XVI, 

pp. 242-44. 
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10 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

this book was compiled during the first decades C. E. 

Torrey also accepts this date.53 Hilgenfeld holds that the 

book was composed about the year 44-45 C. E.53 Charles 

is firm in his belief that it was composed between 7 and 

30 C. E.54 On the other hand, Schmidt and Merx insist 

that the composition of the book took place sometime 

between 54 and 64 C. E.5S Volkmar argues for a still later 

date, sometime between 137-138 C. E.56 General opinion 

among scholars is, however, that The Assumption of Moses 

was compiled before the destruction of the Second Temple. 

This date is out of question and need not even be con¬ 

sidered. 

The author gives the date of Moses’ death as two thou¬ 

sand five hundred years after the creation of the world and 

thus helps us inadvertantly to establish the date when he 

lived and wrote it. Now, during the Second Common¬ 

wealth, this manner of designating an era by Anno Mundi, 

was not used by the Jews. In the Bible, different eras are 

given, for example, the era of the Exodus,57 the era of the de¬ 

struction of the Temple of Solomon,58 the era of the different 

kings.59 In the Second Commonwealth we also find different 

eras by which the Jews reckoned their chronology: the era 

of the Seleucides,60 the era of the establishment of the 

Jewish state in the time of Simon the Hasmonean,61 the 

53 Op. cit. p. 116. 

S3 Op. cit. p. LXXIV. 

s< Op. cit. 

ss Op. cit. 

s6 Op. cit. pp. 57-72. 

57 E. g. I Kings 6.1 onsao Vh-W’m nxxb nw hind ymNi dw&bd \ti. 

58 Ezek. 1.1; 8.1; 20.1; 24.1. See also Yer. R. H. 1. 

s’ The dates of the Persian kings arc given in the books of the Bible 

of the post-exilic period, uno1? pVp nwa D'ntP nwa. 

60 This chronology was used in the books of the Maccabees and by 

Josephus in his book Antiquities. 

61 rbm*? rm»Kin nwn. 
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THE ASSUMPTION OF MOSES—ZEITLIN 11 

era of the different kings,62 but nowhere is the era of the 

creation used,63 Only after the destruction of the Second 

Temple did this manner of designating the era come into 

vogue.62a 

Thus, we may say with certainty that this book, The 

Assumption of Moses} could have been composed only 

after the destruction of the Second Temple. 

Those who are of the opinion that the book was composed 

in the first two decades of the first century C. E. maintain 

that the author referred to Herod when he said “He will 

beget children who, succeeding him, will rule for shorter 

periods.” The statement about the rule of his children for 

shorter periods is true only regarding Archclaus, who ruled 

for nine years. It may possibly apply to Herod’s grandson, 

who ruled for four years. But it does not apply to his other 

children, Philip and Herod Antipas, who reigned longer 

than their father Herod who ruled for thirty-four years.64 

The scholars therefore concluded that the book could have 

been written only after the removal of Archelaus in 6 C. E. 

and before Philip and Herod Antipas died. This would fix 

the date of the composition of this book before 30 C. E. 

However, this is not sufficient proof to assign the book to 

this early date. The author of our book, in his statement 

63 So Josephus, in his book The Jewish Warst gives the dates of the 

Roman emperors. 

6aa See also IV Ezra 14.48. 

63 Josephus, in his book Antiquities 1, 3, 3, gives the date of the flood 

as 2262 after the birth of Adam, the first man. ovros airo 

’Ahkpov tov Trp&TOv ytyovoTos ... In book 8, 3, 1, Josephus .says: 

“From the birth of Adam the first man to the time when Solomon built 

the Temple there elapsed altogether 3102 years, awd 8e tov Trpkrov 
yevvydevTO* ’ASdpou ews ov tov vaov tpKodoprjoe ZoXopfav . . . . 

Josephus never used the term aird Tijs Krt<rca>s tov Koapov (D^wn nsnaV) 

“after the creation of the world,” since there was no such era known 

to the Jews at the time of the Second Commonwealth. 

64 From the year 38 to 4 B. C. E. 
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“Children who, succeeding him, will reign for shorter 

periods," may refer to those who were kings of Judaea, but 

Philip and Herod Antipas never ruled over Judaea. 

Authorship 

On the authorship of the book, wide differences of 

opinion also exist. Scholars arc divided in regard to the 

sect to which the author belonged. Some hold that he was 

a Pharisee,65 while others believe him a Sadducee.66 Still 

others are of the opinion that he was an Essenc.66a On the 

other hand, some consider him a Zealot,67 while others 

maintain that he belonged to the Pharisaic Quietist group.68 

All these scholars who differ as to the authorship of this 

book base their theories on Chapter VII, which contains, in 

their opinion, the crux of the argument in the determination 

of the authorship as well as the date of the book. 

As stated above, the condition of the text of this book is 

unsatisfactory. The Latin translation is full of errors of 

transcription and, in some places, the text itself is very 

hard to decipher. Chapter VII is more than defective; it 

is mutilated. The text of this chapter as it was found reads 

as follows:69 

ex quo facto finien 

tur tempors momen 

to .... etur cursus 

a . . . . horae iiii ue 

niant coguntur secun 

.ae . . . . pos . . 

. . . . initiis tribus ad 

exitus viiii propter 

initium tres sep 

timae secunda tria 

6s Dillmann, op. cit. Comp, also Schurer, op. cit. 

66 See Volkmar, op. cit. pp. 105-6. 

Schmidt-Mcrx, op. cit. 

°7 Sec Deane, op. cit. 

68 Charles, op. cit. 
The text here is from the original manuscript published by 

Fritzsche. 
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in tertia duae h . .ra . . 

tae et regnarunt 

de his homines pes 

tilentiosi et irnpii 

docentes se esse 

iustos et hi susci 

tabunt iram animo 

rum suorum qui 

crunt homines do 

losi sibi placentes 

ficti in omnibus suis 

et omni hora diei 

amantes convivia 

deuoratores gulae 

s . . . n . . . ca . . . . 

.nus diis .... 

.... omnis .... 

....u .... o ... . 

rae.elen 

tes.rum bo 

norum comesto 

res dicentes se haec 

facere propter mi 

sericordiam qu . . . 

se et extermina 

tores quaeru . . . 

fallaces celantes se 

ne possent cognos 

ci irnpii in scelere 

pleni et iniquitate 

ab oriente usque ad 

occidentem diccn 

tes habebimus dis 

cubitioncs et luxu 

riam edentes et 

bibentes 

Et putauimus nos 

tamquam principcs 

erimus et manus 

eorum et mentes 

inmunda tractantes 

et os eorum loque 

tur ingentia et su 

per dicent noli .... 

tange ni inquines 

me loco in quo . . . s . . . 

... is d. 

su.us. 

in. 

re ... . raui .... 

This text was emended and edited by Schmidt and Merx70 

and later re-edited critically by Fritzsche.71 The English 

translation by Charles based mainly on these two editions 

is as follows: “And when this is done the times will be 

ended, in a moment the (second) course will be (ended), 

Op. cit. 

7* Op. cit. 
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the four hours will come. They will be forced. 

And, in the time of these, pestilent72 and impious men will 

rule, saying that they are just. And these will conceal the 

wrath of their minds, being treacherous men, sclf-pleasers, 

dissemblers in all their own affairs and lovers of banquets at 

every hour of the day, gluttons, gourmands. 

Dcvourcrs of the goods of the poor saying that they do so 

on the ground of their justice, but (in reality) to destroy 

them, complainers, deceitful, concealing themselves lest 

they should be recognised, impious, filled with lawlessness 

and iniquity from sunrise to sunset: Saying: “We shall 

have feastings and luxury, eating and drinking, yea we 

shall drink our fill, we shall be as princes.” And though 

their hands and their minds touch unclean things, yet their 

mouth will speak great things, and they will say further¬ 

more: “Do not touch me lest thou shouldst pollute me in 

the place where I stand” .... 

Who were the “pestilent and impious men” to whom 

the author refers? And whom did he have in mind when he 

said “lovers of banquets at every hour of the day, gluttons, 

gourmands.”? Hilgenfeld thinks that they were 

the Hcrodian princes.73 Ewald,74 Dillmann75 and Schurer76 

believe them to be Pharisees of the first decades after 

Herod’s death. This passage refers to the Pharisees and 

to the Sadducees, according to Wiescler.77 Rosenthal’s 

view is that some verses allude to the Sadducees and others 

to the Pharisees.78 Geiger concludes that the passage 

refers only to the Sadducees.79 Other scholars say that the 

73 Pestilenliosi el impii. 

7* Op. cit. 

7< Op. til. 

75 Op. tit. 
76 Op. tit. 

77 Op. tit. 

75 Op. til. pp. 19-22. 

79 See Jiidischc Zeilschrift, 1868. 
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author had the Roman procurators in mind,80 while Volk- 

mar, on the other hand, says that he was thinking of the 

Sadducees of the time of Nerva and Trajan.81 

These opinions are untenable. The Pharisees were not 

inclined towards gluttony nor were they addicted to wine. 

They were never charged with these vices, even by their 

bitterest opponents. Furthermore, the book could not have 

been written by a Sadducee. Neither can wc accept the 

theory that this passage is applicable to the Sadducees of 

the time of Nerva and Trajan, because, after the destruction 

of the Temple, the Sadducees as a sect ceased to exist. The 

assumption that one or two verses of this chapter refer to 

the Pharisees while another verse or two point to the 

Sadducees is not valid. Neither can we accept the theory 

that this chapter refers to the Hcrodian princes or to the 

Roman procurators. I previously showed that the author’s 

use of the manner of designating an era of the Creation 

proves unquestionably that this book could not have been 

written before the destruction of the Temple. After the 

destruction there were no Herodian princes. For the same 

reason, also, we must reject the opinion that this book was 

written by a Zealot, because the Zealots, as a party, came 

into existence in the year 66 C. E., under the leadership 

of Eleazar, the son of Simon. (Incidentally, we must correct 

the erroneous assumption of the scholars that the Zealots 

came into existence at the time of Herod under the leader¬ 

ship of Judas of Galilee. .. Josephus, in his book The Jewish 

Wars, used the term Zealots forty-eight times. In all but 

one passage, he refers to the party which was led by Eleazar, 

the son of Simon.)82 Since we have refuted the theories of 

80 Beldenspcrgcr, Das Sclbstbewusstsein Jesu, 188S, p. 31. 
81 Op. cit. 

83 The assertion that the Zealots as a party arose at the time of 

Quirinius is historically wrong. Josephus applies the term Zealots only 

to a particular party led by Eleazar, the son of Simon — a party equally 
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16 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

the scholars in reference to Chapter VII, the question now 

arises as to whom the author indeed had in mind. 

To answer this question we must give a short survey of 

the different parties that existed in Judaea before the 

destruction of the Temple and of those that survived this 

catastrophe. It is well known that during the Second 

Commonwealth three different parties existed among the 

Jews, the Sadducees, the Pharisees and the Esscnes. The 

Sadducecs, besides denying predestination, the Divine 

influence on man's acts and the authority of the Oral Law, 

were interested in the Jewish state as a national state, and 

from time to time they were imperialists. They also denied 

that God made a covenant with David, thus rejecting the 

leadership of the Davidic family over the Jews. The ideas 

of the Pharisees ran diametrically opposite to those of the 

Sadducees. They believed in Divine Providence, in reward 

and punishment in the future world and stressed the 

importance of the Oral Law. They were humble. They 

held that God made a covenant with David and that the 

kingdom should belong to his children.8211 The Pharisees 

exerted great influence over the masses. The Essenes were 

successors to the early Iiasidim. They were highly individu¬ 

alistic in their attitude toward Jewish life. They were 

strict in their observance of the laws of the Bible, and 

since they could not observe these laws in the cities where 

the Pharisees had modified the Ilalakot, they formed 

communities of their own outside of the cities, where they 

found it possible to practise their own customs and live 

their own way of life. 

opposed to the provisional government, to John of Gischala, and to 

Simon, son of Giora. The Fourth Philosophy originated at the time of 

Quirinius under the leadership of Judas of Galilee, while the party of 

Zealots came into existence in the year 66 and was organized by Eleazar 

ben Simon. See S. Zeitlin, JQR, 1943, pp. 351-2. 

8a* See S. Zeitlin, Who Crucified Jesus? Ch. VI. 
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Besides these three branches of Judaism, there were 

two others, the Fourth Philosophy and the Apocalyptists. 

Both of these parties were actually offshoots of the Phari¬ 

sees.83 Both believed that God was the only ruler and that 

there should be no lordship of man over man. Both had 

a strong attachment to liberty. They preferred to die 

rather than to accept man as a ruler. Their methods of 

achieving the freedom of the people, however, were dif¬ 

ferent. The Fourth Philosophy believed in the use of force. 

They held that terror must oppose terror. Their successors 

were the Sicarii, who were so called because of their use 

of the sica, or dagger.84 The Apocalyptists were opposed 

to the use of force or terror. They believed in the revela¬ 

tion of God. They looked forward to the time when God 

would either reveal Himself and save His people, the Jews, 

from their foreign yoke, or when He would send a Messiah, 

a supernatural person, who would save the Jews. 

With the fall of the state of Judaea and the destruction 

of the Temple, the Sadducecs disappeared as a group. 

There was no reason for their existence; there was no 

longer a Jewish state. The Esscncs likewise disappeared 

as a group; it was no longer possible for them to live under 

the Romans. The Pharisees, who really were never a group 

in the strict sense of the word (even the name Pharisees 

was coined by the Sadducces),84a continued to exist after 

the catastrophe. They were the founders of what has come 

to be known as Normative Judaism. They adjusted them¬ 

selves to the new conditions. The Sicarii and the Apo¬ 

calyptists, disregarding the calamities which befell the 

Jews, clung tenaciously to their views. They continued 

to preach that God had not forsaken the Jews, that the 

8j Comp. The Jewish Wars, 2, 8, 2; Ant. 18, 1, 6. 
*4 The Jewish Wars, 2, 17, 6. 

S4a S. Zeitlin, D'synsm o’pnxn. 

474 



18 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

destruction of the state and the burning of the Temple 

had only been a test of their piety. God had made them 

suffer but He would never forsake them. He would reveal 

Himself or would send a Messiah to save the Jews and 

punish all their oppressors. 

The Sicarii and the Revolt of Bar Kokba 

The Sicarii became more of a secular than a religious 

group. They were the forerunners or perhaps the very 

leaders of the Bar Kokba revolt. On the other hand, the 

Apocalyptists were a purely religious group. Many of 

them, after the destruction of the Temple, particularly 

those who believed in a Messiah, joined the Christians. 

They were the Judeo-Christians. Other members of the 

Apocalyptists, under the weight of the great catastrophe 

of the burning of the Temple and the destruction of the 

Holy City of Jerusalem, became more religious-nationalis¬ 

tic. They believed that God could not have forsaken His 

chosen people and that He would punish the pagans. 

They looked forward to a day not remote when God would 

reveal Himself to His people. This group (the Apocalyp¬ 

tists), whom Josephus called wicked, deceivers and im¬ 

postors, who, under the pretense of divine inspiration, 

fostered revolutions,85 were not the cause of the Bar Kokba 

revolt. This revolt was of a national-secular character. 

85 The Jewish Wars II, 13, 3-4. “Besides these there arose another 
body of villains, with purer hands but more impious intentions, who 
no less than the assassins ruined the peace of the city. Deceivers and 
impostors, under the pretense of divine inspiration fostering revolu¬ 
tionary changes, they persuaded the multitude to act like madmen, and 
led them out into the desert under the belief that God would there give 
them tokens of deliverance.” . . . irXavoi yap avtipuirot Kai airarecoves 
7rpoaxwcLTi deiaapov veuTepiapovs Kai pera^oXas Tpayparevopevoi 
daipovav to 7rXijdos eTeidov Kai Tprjyov els ttju epyplav d>s eKet rou 
#€ou dei^ovTos avrois arjpela eXev&epias. 
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It was fomented by the ideas of the Sicarii. The Pales¬ 

tinian Talmud relates that Bar Kokba himself before 

battle used to address God as follows: “We do not need 

Your assistance, but do not help our foe.”86 Also, there is 

a similar story in the Midrash about two brothers, appar¬ 

ently among the leaders of the revolt, who once went out 

to fight the Romans. An elderly man met them at the 

gates of the village and wished them Divine assistance. 

To this they answered that they did not need His assistance, 

but hoped that He would not help their foe.87 This clearly 

indicates that the Bar Kokba revolt was not a religious 

but a national-secular revolt to restore the Jewish national 

state. 

It is probable that the Apocalyptists, who believed in 

the establishment of the Kingdom of God, suffered during 

this revolt because they did not believe in a Messiah and 

were not even interested in establishing a Jewish state. 

Justin Martyr related that during the revolt, Bar Kokba 

persecuted the Christians, and forced them to deny Jesus.88 

If this was so, it is quite understandable why the Judeo- 

Christians were persecuted. At that time, they were still 

a part of the Jewish people. They believed that Jesus was 

the promised Messiah. They were opposed to a Jewish 

state. It was to their interest that the revolt of Bar Kokba 

should fail. They even informed the Roman authorities 

about the activities of the Jews preparing for the revolt. 

86 'poan n^i myon *6 ND^yn nnan noN mn n2iph poj mnra (Yer. 
Tan. 4). 

*7 Midrash Lam. 2, ]on nay 'Non ppas? mn n!?i nann nsaa vn pna 'w 
hv \mia a*m)l wjnhiri nV'Vo wj n^*di nod hj noa mn* *Vop mm N^n 
)vVn p panyoa N”na ^*n NaD nn pna yia ]*psn p jwn 'Non Nnn pyoi? 
^loa) n1?! myo) nh m1? noN. See also Yer. Tan. 4. 

83 Kat Yap kv t& vvv yeyevruxkvt# lovSaiK$ 7roXepw Bapx^X^das 6 
rtfs 'Ioudalcoi' Axoardaccos dpxyyerijs Xpiartavovs povovs ds 

rifiuplas Ssiyas el py &pPOLVTO *lyaovv t6v Xpujfov tcai fiXavipypoiev 

eneXevev aTrayeadai, The First Apology, 31. 
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For them Jesus was a High Priest and a descendant of the 

House of David. The leaders of the revolt, on the other 

hand, regarded them as enemies of the Jewish people, as 

obstructionists of the revolt and informers to the Romans. 

There was a strong division in regard to the revolt even 

among the leaders of the Jewish people. Many of the 

rabbis looked upon this revolt as a suicidal act of the Jewish 

people. Rabban Johanan ben Zaccai had been greatly 

opposed to the revolt in the time of Nero and Vespasian and 

had only been saved from death at the hands of the leaders 

of the revolt by his disciples, who carried him out of the 

city of Jerusalem in a coffin.89 In the revolt of Bar Kokba, 

Rabbi Eleazar of Modin was among those opposed to it. 

It is said that Bar Kokba heard that Rabbi Eleazar was 

willing to deliver the city to the Romans, and therefore 

killed him.90 

According to the Talmud, the leaders of the revolt 

during the time of Nero-Vespasian were called wna, 

rebels.91 Josephus called them Afl erred, lestai, robbers, 

bandits.92 According to the Gospel of Mark Jesus was 

crucified between two lestai (robbers).93 The men who 

were crucified with Jesus were undoubtedly members of 

the Sicarii who were called lestai (robbers). Probably, the 

89 See Git. 56a *n in« nxo np'Vn 'n la did: ... ywsi nn no'Vi... 

nn« iso ytPim. See also Midrash Lam. 1, pm' pn dVdi mV 'ii pa . .. 

mua pi mVna ypim 'm ntyna N'n pa nmn roona 'aipsN non ... ’tor p 
'Dip “|Vno. 

90 Ibid, 2, nnviD ndV^nV pa npVa 'n -p'an Kama naV yioni ]'Vr« .. . 

mVtjpi mVna Napa in 'V am Kama laV nnn ttVonj ... dun'tin ay. See 
also Yer. Tan. 4. 

9t Git. 56a, mj'paw nV lrnmna kdVp mayn pis': pan mV no« mna mm. 

92 The Jewish Wars 2. 13, 3 . . . . erepov eldos XrjaT&v ev Tepocro- 

Xujuots eT6(f)veTo oi KoXovpevoi criKapioL. 
93 Kai ctvp avrej crravpovarLV 5vo XrjGTas* Mark 15.27. See also 

Mat. 27.38. The rendering in the King James version is “thieves,” 

but is incorrect. The word “thief” in the Gospels is rendered in Greek 

by the word kXcttttjs. 
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leaders in the revolt of Bar Kokba were also designated 

by their opponents leslai, bandits. A story is told in the 

Midrash that the son of Rabbi Haninah ben Tradyon 

joined the □,ddV, leslai and later disclosed their secrets. 

For this they killed him.94 Most likely, the son of Rabbi 

Haninah ben Tradyon did not join ordinary robbers but 

the revolutionary group who organized the revolt against 

the Romans and who were called leslai (robbers) by their 

opponents. 

It is true that one of the greatest spiritual leaders of 

that time, Rabbi Akiba, believed that Bar Kokba was the 

King Messiah.95 However, most of his colleagues did not 

agree with him. One of Akiba’s colleagues said to him, 

“grass will grow through thy jaws and the son of David 

will not yet have appeared,’’9sa which means that when 

you will be dead and buried the Messiah will not yet have 

come. The phenomenon of Rabbi Akiba, one of the greatest 

teachers of the Jewish religion, joining a secular-national 

movement is not without parallel in history. There are 

many cases of men who join movements which are in 

opposition to the ideology of their social class. Even some 

of Akiba’s devoted disciples did not share his point of view 

and were not in favor of the revolt against the Romans. 

Rabbi Judah even tried to justify the enemy. Rabbi Jose 

94 Mid. Lam. 3, pn n« nVn d'ud1?1? lanmo |Hin p mjn bv uaa ntyyo 

nm-m nay vs inVdi innm. Comp, also Sem. 12, mjn '-i bv uaa rwyo 

innm o'bd1? iniasm njn nmn1? hx'v jv*nn p. That the son of R. Haninah 

ben Tcradyon was a learned person and was consulted by rabbis on 

matters of law is evident from the following Tosefta, ‘japo 'no\xo nun 

p pyo2/ ns 'nbtw idj itn Nns^n '*1 iok \"io'no . . . hnoib 

n« mow wai loipoo uy'D'Po jimn p ,m\ bv i:a n« 

('i,p*a .o^a) uao ina mos no* ion saa p min' '1 ':sb nai notmo ipVn. 

This Tosefta confirms my hypothesis that he did not join ordinary 

robbers but rather leslai, “terrorists,” followers of Bar Kokba. 

95 Ibid. 2, ndVd ivm ion aa’na aa («aaia aa) pinV .tV 'on id aapy 
wi'ipd. 

954 Ibid, to nb in p pnyi -|"nVa o’a»y V?y* amin p pnv ,m\ V*n. 
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refused to express an opinion in reference to the Romans 

Only Rabbi Simon was very militant against them.96 

Rabbi Joshua, who in his youth witnessed the catas¬ 

trophe97 which befell Judaea at the time of Vespasian and 

lived to see the preparation for the revolt against Hadrian, 

opposed it. A Midrash relates that when the Jews as¬ 

sembled to take counsel about starting the revolt, Rabbi 

Joshua told them the well-known fable about the lion and 

the crane. A lion was choking because a bone was sticking 

in his throat. He offered a reward to anyone who whould 

remove the bone. A crane responded to the offer, and, 

probing the lion’s throat with her long bill, removed the 

bone. When the crane demanded her reward, the lion 

said to her: “You are very well rewarded by coming out 

of the lion’s throat alive.”98 Rabbi Joshua, in relating this 

fable, indicated that the Jews were fortunate in that they 

were left alive while among the lions (Romans). It is 

probable that Rabbi Joshua had in mind the betrayal of 

the Jews by the Roman government. When Hadrian 

became emperor after the death of Trajan in the year 

117 C. E., while the rightful successor to the throne, 

Quietus, was still alive and the revolt of the Jews in North¬ 

ern Africa was still fresh in the emperor’s mind,99 he prom- 

96 Shab. 33b, 'ov 'n . . . u now bv p'jyyo d'nj noa idni min' 'i nna 

□'in ... 'Dxy kVk i:pn tb uprw no ba now 'Nr.' p pyaw ,m\ naya prw 

min' iidn .niD^oV lyotyn onnan ns»oi ona p min' i^n ,ddd ono ViD'1? 

nn' nn-2> pyop 'hds1? nbr pntysy 'ov n^ym nV'yy. 

97 We know from the Talmud that Rabbi Joshua attended to duties 

in the Temple. See Ar. lib, naana y"Dl? -^nsy K'aan p ypin' ’"ia n®yo 
run1?!. 

98 Gen. Rab. 64, N'ana ]inm jva ,]1di man snypa mna ynnxD N'Vnp ]nm 

tnm *7sy ... n'aan p yann’ P ^iy’ |'no« ... ama^n 'py tidd1? pya paa ]no 

l’nn «nx .nnax n'V a'.i' n:n ,tV p'so 'ntn *?a non ianaa osy noyi pio fpu 'in 

«nn ’p'r *?'n ,'iin an 'patti nnpio a'.T ”]1*in n'npion nms'D imp 

ci^a li noiN1? laoaaap ia'H -p ,oi^a npaai Di^tya nn*n kdid1? n^yn idini 
oiVaa liNS'i. 

99 See S. Zeitlin, The Apocrypha, JQR, 1947. 
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ised the Jews of Judaea that he would permit them to 

rebuild their Temple.100 In 122, when Hadrian was already 

Gen. Rab. 64, p'orra ma'ty nyenn niDV» mti .TJin p yenn' 'i '0'3 

ann *pa nbi\ »ViyV ppsoo vm k'sidjk iy lays puma duk'Wi diss wann 

... warm «m-io annp pirn Kin1? yrp plow 'ama pV'K p^nuan* Va 

pw nnnMD nrv p:w’ ik idki nW n'b pirn* ,nmn myi no pnV ioni 

pna pirn )m pnuni pi ... poor. Lulianus and Pappas were undoubt¬ 

edly among the leaders of the revolt of Bar Kokba. With many others, 

they both were killed in Lydda and were called nV unn. The rabbis 

were divided in their opinion about the "slain of Lydda/’ particularly 

about Lulianus and Pappas. Some rabbis believed that they were 

ordinary moVo 'ann, "stain by the government/’ while others believed 

them "slain for the sake of the Jews and the cause of Judaism.” In 

the Talmud Tan. 18b, the following account is given about Lulianus and 

Pappas, nnb ion K'pita rn« oisdi owb\b n« ynnb Dirmn typaao ne« 

"pnD 'to Dsn« V'S'i 03yi!?N toi onx nmyi Vn^’o rrun bv loyo ok 

pnoi o'p’Tc nmyi Vnw'd min if? anon .isnaiai to nnryi Vkp'o min na 

wiki) it by w nv-yy'^ 'int n'n pan *)bo nsnaian w anV nvvy'b vn pitai vn 

mpob n'Vo uo"nna mi ,-jt by oi nwy'b 'i*n ii'ni yen if?a nnKi (ann yen 

impn moo vf? vf?K... D'an nain mpo^> iy> D'nin nain unin nn« j'K oki 

•p'D ia'oi yno'V Tnyp k(?k -|Ta Kan *pna. "Said he to them: ‘If ye be of 

the people of Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah, your God will come and 

save you from my hands as he saved Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah 

from the hands of Nebuchadnezzar/ They replied: ‘Hananiah, Mishael, 

and Azariah were righteous and pious men and Nebuchadnezzar a 

noble monarch who was worthy that a miracle should be wrought 

through him, whilst thou art a wicked king and not fit that a miracle 

be performed through thee. We deserve death, and if thou wilt not slay 

us, God hath man}' other agencies through which to kill us, many 

bears ... but if thou killest us the Lord will demand our blood of thy 

hand.’ The story concludes that he killed them nevertheless. From 

this story, it is apparent that Lulianus and Pappas were not considered 

righteous men like Hananiah, Mishael, Azariah. This story is also 

given in the tractate Sent. 8. However, there is a gloss yin moiao I?3K 

mryi ^kp'd min bw oma 'iao mv. "They said to the king: Tf we shall 

be killed, then you should know that we are of the children of Hananiah, 

Mishael and Azariah.” Apparently, the author of this gloss considered 

Lulianus and Pappas righteous men. (Comp, also the Scholia to 

Mcgillat TaaniL) 
In the Sifra on Lev. 26.19 Daiy )iki nK vnaan “and I shall break the 

power of your pride,” the Rabbis said: ^Kisy' bv omi □ rw Q'K'in ib'K 
vum 'tuddVk Dir'Wi min' p disj> pis "that is, the haughty who are 

the pride of Israel like Pappas ben Judah and Lulianus the Alexandrian 

and their fellows.” From this Sifra, it is apparent that the rabbis looked 

upon these two men with an element of contempt. Comp, also Ber. 61b, 
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secure upon his throne, since Quietus had been executed,101 

he so modified the permission to rebuild that it was tanta¬ 

mount to revoking it. When the Jews found that they had 

been betrayed by the Romans, they prepared to revolt. 

Rabbi Joshua, in relating the fable, implied that they 

should not fight the Romans. However, his advice was not 

heeded. Rabbi Joshua, who was one of the few sages who 

experienced the war against Vespasian, also witnessed the 

beginning of the revolt of Bar Kokba. Rabban Gamaliel, 

as well as Rabbi Eleazar102 and most of the disciples of 

Rabban Johanan ben Zaccai, had died before that revolt 

had begun. There was no real leadership now. No other 

Nasi, president, had been chosen in Rabban Gamaliel's 

place. Some believed that his son, Simon, was not ap¬ 

pointed in his father’s place because of his youth. In my 

o’i3i Vy osnw (min’ p) didd1? i1? ’in min nan by nosnw N3’py ’i -pisyN 

In the Midrasli Kohelelh Rab. 9.8, the following story is related: 

,]’V’D pin limn .TD^na '*? ’onna ’-hidden 'vt ’idn ’ono1? Torino mn NnK 'i 

’o Haw , (didst Di3K’l7i,7 bv jnsm i’3yn» qua) ons’noo cnD1? p« -n(? ’inn 

H’3 moVni ]to*7 N3P “Rabbi Alexandri appeared to Rabbi Aha in his 

dream and showed him two things (I disagree with my friend Dr. Licber- 

man who insisted that the original reading had “three things"): no 

compartment beyond that of the slain of Lydda (blessed be He who 

removed the revilement of Lulianus and Pappas) and happy is he who 

came here equipped with learning." Rabbi Aha saw in his dream that 

the “slain of Lydda" were in the future world considered righteous people 

and thus he proclaimed his thanks to God that the rcvi-lement against 

Lulianus and Pappas was removed. The word no in is not to be trans¬ 

lated “shame" but “revilement, abuse." Comp. cnDin cryDiiy. Some 

scribe who erroneously thought that dtddi diin’^iV bw pDin Tayno “pia 

is a part of R. Aha’s dream changed pin “two" to nVn “three." 

This Midrash is based on the Talmud Pcs. 50 d’idin vnty ’nyoan . . . 

niD^D ’inn d’idin vrw ’nyozn (2) ,1T3 iiidVdi ]tob N3ty ’d ’ipn (1) 

min dwd vi3m Na’py ’3i ini’! ]ndi insnoa noy1? ^id’ oik pw 

n1? inn nVn kV ini mabo. For other interpretations of the “slain of 

Lydda," sec S. Liebcrman, I. Sonne, JQR 1945, pp. 163-69; 1946, 

pp. 243-46; 1947, pp. 317-23. 

101 Quietus was killed either late in the summer or early in the 

autumn of 118 C. E. 

102 See B. M. 59b; Sanh. 68a. 
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opinion, he was not appointed because there was great 

opposition to religious leadership.103 Whatever the reason 

for not choosing him in his father’s place, the fact is that 

the Jews had no Nasi, and no central religious authority 

existed. There was, indeed, a spiritual vacuum. Rabbi 

Joshua104 expressed himself about this period as follows: 

“Insolence will increase and honor dwindle, the nobility 

will pervert (justice), the wine will be abundant but wine 

will be dear.”105 He meant to say that although there 

would be a good harvest of grapes, the price of wine would 

rise because of a great demand for it since many people 

would be addicted to drunkenness.106 Another younger 

contemporary, by the name of Phineas ben Jair (the 

Hasid), said: “Men of arm and men of speech grew power¬ 

ful.”107 By this he meant to imply that demagogues and 

men of violence (unscrupulous) would rule the Jews.107a 

According to the Talmud, two rabbis of great prominence 

whose parents suffered under the Roman government, 

were appointed by the Roman government to stamp out 

robbers and thieves. One was Rabbi Elcazar, the son of 

Rabbi Simon who, to save his life, had to hide in a cave 

for many years. The second was Rabbi Ishmael, the son 

of Rabbi Jose who, in fear of death, fled the country. 

103 We may assume from the Talmud R. H. that Rabbi Simon had 

already attained intellectual maturity before the revolt of Bar Kokba. 

p pnn vn nV p pyop max. Comp, also Yer. ibid. 4. 

,04 The name of Rabbi Eliezar appears in our printed editions of the 

Talmud. However, in the Munich manuscript, as well as in spy' py, 

the name of Rabbi Joshua is given. Comp, also nwo ed. H. Lowe. 

los Sota 9, 16. pm rrns pn pjn ton* ipm too1 koxin xnwo nupya 

ipva. 

106 See also Targum to Eccl. 7.4, pnsn pVox pnnm^ ms nnna x'uv 3^1 

pmrm pnaV Vy pnm x1?! ppjsnm. 

x°7 Ibid, ^ysi ynr 'Vy3 non ... enpon m3 3*in^D noix mm p oms '3i 

p»^. 
,0’a Comp. M. Sota 3, any ytni now Ton (yunm *n) noix mn ton 

o^y '^2d ib>x nn owns nwoi nms n»«i. 
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The Talmud conceals the story about these’ two appointees 

under a veil of legend. When Rabbi Elcazar was reproached 

for undertaking this work for the government, he replied 

that he was only “removing the thorns from the vine¬ 

yard.”108 When Rabbi Ishmael, according to the Talmud, 

was reproached by Elijah, he said that he had to accept the 

appointment because it was the decree of the government.109 

Why did two rabbis of such prominence become inform¬ 

ers to help the Roman government eradicate robbers and 

thieves? Perhaps these so-called “robbers” were the 

remnants of the rebels who had been active in the revolt of 

Bar Kokba. It is also possible that some wicked men who 

had selfish motives took advantage of the revolutionary 

movement and made use of it for their own designs and 

attempted to give to their murderous acts the sanction of 

the party with which they asserted they were affiliated. 

This was during the time of the revolt against the Romans 

in the years 65-70.110 As a matter of fact, whenever revo- 

,oS B. M. 83b, ib n1™ Vmni '333 d'dh Npi ]v;nv '212 '3-1V nvns . . . 

,tV nVw runnV U'd'pn bv ioy idid nn« 'no ny ]" p pain xmp p yen.T ,m\ 
vnp m nVa’i Qian ^ya N3' rvb nVo didh |a n^aa '3« a'xip. 

109 Ibid. 84a, i?i'Vn rva y3s rwyo 'J xaa 'dv ’ana Vxyoa/' 'i rpi 

to^zn wonn nay« '«a nb ion mnnV 13mVk bv lay -jaia nrin mo ny idn 

Kpn*?1? pny m n’dk1? pny -)ia« r\'b *idn «in. 

1X0 Comp. S. Zeitlin, Studies in the Beginnings of Christianity, 1923. 

"As a matter of course, whenever revolution is agitated-in any nation, 

some wicked people who have selfish motives will take advantage of the 

movement and make use of it for their own designs and attempt to 

give to their act the sanction of the party with which they claim to be 

affdiated. Thus, it was during the early period of the revolutionary 

agitation in Judaea, when some bands of robbers, adopting the methods 

of the Sicarii, killed well-to-do persons, taking their lands and cattle 

under the pretext that these persons were pro-Romans. Some of the 

Procurators even extended protection to these robbers and not only 

had an understanding with them but were often guided by political 

motives. Their purpose was to bring about a reaction among the Jews 

against the revolutionists. Their plan was to confuse the rank and file 

of the people who could not readily distinguish between plain robbers 

and real revolutionaries whose motives were pure." 
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lution is agitated in any country, criminals often take 

advantage of it for their own benefit by adopting the 

methods of the revolutionists. We thus can understand 

why these two prominent rabbis, the sons of two great 

patriots, took upon themselves the task of helping the 

Romans wipe out this type of criminal who committed 

crimes while pretending to be acting for the love of the Jews. 

In any event, we can see from this story the chaotic state 

of the Jews after the revolt of Bar Kokba. 

The Assumption of Moses and the Revolt 

of Bar ICokba 

From the facts given in our short survey of the life of 

the Jews after the destruction of the Second Temple and 

bearing in mind that The Assumption of Moses was written 

since that destruction, we may assume that Chapter VII 

refers to the period prior to the revolt of Bar Kokba. The 

“pestilent”111 and ‘'impious men,” who, the author says, 

“will rule,” refers to the leaders of the Bar Kokba period. 

He also calls them “deceitful” and “dcvourcrs of the goods 

of the poor.”112 He was strongly opposed to the revolt. He 

did not believe in a Messiah. He held that God would 

rule the world. He even gave the exact time for the reve¬ 

lation of God in this world, which would be 250 “times” 

1,1 Homines peslilentiosi. The Greek undoubtedly read \otfiol while 

the original Hebrew had O’xns. The passage in Dan. 11.14 "jay ’xhd 

is rendered by the Septuagint thus bioi t&v Xot/x^ toD AaoO. We 

learn from I Maccabees (15.16-21) that during the time of Simon the 

Hasmoncan the Romans granted the Jewish state the right to extradite 

and to punish according to the Jewish law any “pestilent” fellows 

XoijLtol, (Vulgate) peslilentes. The word 'koifidv has a political con¬ 

notation. The Book of Acts (24) relates that the high priest accused 

Paul before the Roman governor Felix, calling him \oifibv a trouble¬ 

maker and a mover of sedition among all the Jews throughout the 

world. See also Taeublcr, JQR, 1946, pp. 23-6. 

na (Paupe)rum honor um comes lores. 
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after the death of Moses."3 Since “time” meant a period 

of seven years, a sabbatical year,"4 250 times “seven years” 

equals 1750 years. Since, according to the author, Moses’ 

death occurred in the year 2500 after the Creation, [and 

1750 years had passed since his death, therefore] the advent 

of God would be in the year 4250 A. M., that is, 490 C. E. 

In Chapter VIII, the author speaks of “a vengeance” 

and “wrath” that will visit the Jews as had never afflicted 

them before. He says that God will stir up against them 

a king of the kings who will crucify those practicing cir¬ 

cumcision. They will be compelled to wear idols in public. 

They will also be forced to blaspheme their God."5 The 

scholars who are of the opinion that this book was written 

in the first two decades of the first century C. E. regard 

what is said in this and the following chapters as a forecast 

of what will happen to the Jews before the advent of God’s 

kingdom. However, Schiirer and Charles"6 do not think 

that these chapters present a forecast but arc rather ac¬ 

counts of the tribulations which had already befallen the 

Jews. They believe that these referred to the persecutions 

of Antiochus IV. Charles was perplexed by the fact that 

Chapter VIII appears after the chapter giving an account 

of the Hasmoneans and Herod. He, therefore, assumed 

that this chapter was transposed and believed that it 

belonged after Chapter V."6a This theory is unacceptable. 

There may be dislocations in this difficult book, but, as we 

pointed out before, it could not have been written before 

the destruction of the Second Temple. Furthermore, in 

"3 Erunt enim a mortc — receptione — m(ea) usque ad adventum illius 
lempora CCL quae fient. 

1,4 See Charles, op. cit. Volkmar, op. cit. 

"s El cogcjitur palam baiulare idola eorum inquinata, quomodo sunt 
pariler conlincntibus ea. 

1,6 Op. cit. 

,l6ft Op. cit. 
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Chapter IX the author speaks of a man whose name is 

Taxo, and this chapter is certainly connected with Chap¬ 

ter VIII. Taxo, as we have shown, could not have been 

Eleazar of the Maccabcan period, as Charles assumes. 

Chapter VIII undoubtedly refers to the Hadrianic perse¬ 

cutions and is not a forecast of future events but is a nar¬ 

ration of past events. It is well known that Hadrian 

suppressed the revolt of Bar Kokba with inhuman cruelty. 

He not only changed the name of Jerusalem to Aelia 

Capitolina117 but strove to destroy the Jewish religion. 

The edict against circumcision was enforced.118 The decree 

against the study of the Torah was likewise enforced.119 

Whoever was found observing the Jewish religion was 

first tortured and then put to death. Chapter VIII is really 

an account of the persecutions and tribulations of the Jews 

after the revolt of Bar Kokba.”0 

We have suggested that Taxo is a latinized Greek word, 

which means keshet, bow. Some have held that the reference 

to Taxo’s seven sons indicates that he was a real person and 

not an ideal figure.121 It is probable that the author had 

Rabbi Joshua in mind when he spoke of Taxo. We must 

bear in mind that this book is a testament of Moses to 

Joshua. The verse of Zech. 6.12, which says “behold the 

man whose name is Zemah (Branch),” referred to Joshua, 

the high priest. Therefore, we may assume that the word 

keshet, bow, was suggested by the words of Zccli. 6.12, and 

that the author had in mind Rabbi Joshua, who was 

1,7 See Dio, Roman History, 69; Eusebius, The Church History, 4. 

"8 Yer. Ycb. 8. 

1,9 Tan. 18a, (N3D13) kdmd p 'B’a vn pawo nmn. 
120 The question may arise, why there was no mention of the destruc¬ 

tion of the city and of the burning of the Temple, if the Assumption of 

Moses was compiled after the time of Bar Kokba. We must bear in 

mind that the text is defective and incomplete. Many passages arc 

missing. 

121 H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic. 
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opposed to the revolt. Note that Rabbi Joshua was of the 

tribe of Levi.123 We must also remember that this verse 

of Zechariah, which is said to refer to Jesus, is not men¬ 

tioned by the authors of the New Testament nor by the 

Apostolic Fathers, although they assumed that numerous 

passages from the Bible indicated that Jesus was the true 

Messiah. The first person to associate this verse with Jesus 

was Justin Martyr who lived in the time of Bar Kokba 

and hence was a contemporary of our author.123 We must 

bear in mind the struggle among the Jewish Apocalyptists 

in regard to a Messiah. Our author was emphatically 

opposed to the idea of a Messiah; he believed in the king¬ 

dom of God ushered in by God Himself without the 

instrumentality of a Messiah. 

As to the seven sons of Taxo, it is well known that the 

rabbis called their disciples "sons.” We do not know how 

many disciples Rabbi Joshua had. The author may have 

had in mind a particular group of seven rabbis as disciples, 

“sons of Rabbi Joshua." A Midrash tells us that after the 

revolt was crushed seven rabbis assembled in the city of 

Uslia: Rabbi Judah, Rabbi Meir, Rabbi Jose, Rabbi Neh- 

niiah, Rabbi Simon ben Yochia, Rabbi Eleazar ben Jose, 

and Rabbi Eleazar ben Jacob.134 

There is also a possibility that the seven sons were not 

real persons but were suggested by the prophecy of Zecha¬ 

riah: "For behold the stone that I have laid before Joshua; 

132 Comp. Ma'as. Sh. 5, 4; Yer. ibid. 

133 Justin Martyr used this verse in a dialogue with Trypho, the Jew. 

Whether he actually had a debate with a Jew named Trypho is question¬ 

able. But it is certain that Justin Martyr wanted to prove to the Jews 

that Jesus was the true Messiah by quoting a passage from Zechariah. 

134 Mid. R. Song of Songs, 2, ]n ibm NiyittV irnm lowm icon 

'dv '-i Vv 'n p pyop 'n w ’-n tnd 'n mommin1 
3py' p iry’Vjt 'n In the Bab. Talmud Ber. 63b, the text has 

Jabneh instead of Usha. However, the text of the Midrash is correct, 

since these rabbis were of the post-Bar Kokba period. 
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upon one stone shall be seven eyes . . . and I will remove 

the iniquity of the land in one day.”125 The prophecy of 

Zechariah also speaks of a candlestick of gold with seven 

lamps.126 It is well known that the number seven was very 

popular among the Jews, and there was a great deal of 

messianic speculation about it.127 

The Kingdom of God 

The author tells us that Taxo said to his seven sons: 

“Let us fast three (days) and on the fourth day let us go 

into a cave which is in the field;” and that he added: “and 

let us rather die than to transgress the commands of the 

Lord of lords, the God of our fathers. For if we do this 

and die, our blood will be avenged before the Lord.” In 

the passage following, he describes the kingdom of God. 

He says that when the Heavenly One will arise from His 

royal throne, His wrath will burn on account of His sons 

and the earth will tremble, the high mountains will be 

made low, and the hills will be shaken and fall. He will 

appear in order to punish the Gentiles and He will destroy 

all their idols. Israel will then be happy.128 

The text is very obscure. There is nothing, however, in 

it to indicate that the death of Taxo and his seven sons 

will effect the establishment of the kingdom of God. Fur¬ 

thermore, Taxo said to his seven sons: “Let us fast for the 

space of three (days).”129 On the fourth day, they were to 

,3S 3.9, D'ry nyyv nrtN pH Vy yenrp 'ana new pan r,:n 'j. 

126 4.2, rp'py rrmj nyaan ... anr muo. 
127 Comp, also the Book of Revelation where the number seven is of 

great significance. 
128 Quia exurgel Summits, Dcus aclernus solus, El palam vcnicl ut 

vindiccl gentes, El pcrdcl omnia idola corum. Tunc felix eris lu Islrahcl. 

129 Jejuncmus Iriduo, cl quarto die intremus in speluncam quae est in 

agro csl} cl moriamur politis, quam practercamus mandata Domini Domi- 

morum, Dei parentum noslrorum. Hoc cnim si facicmus cl moriemur, 

sanguis nosier vindicabitur coram Domino. 
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enter a cave and perish there rather than to transgress the 

laws of God. “If we do this and die,” Taxo said, “our 

blood will be avenged.” It is true that the number three 

frequently occurs in the Bible. But why did Taxo tell his 

sons to fast three days and then to enter a cave to perish 

there, after which God would avenge their blood? 

First, we must take into consideration the original 

Hebrew of the text and the manner in which the book was 

written. The original Hebrew had V3X or even uyn, which 

may have the connotation not of jasting but of suffering 

and of affliction. Neither does the word triduo refer to 

three days. The author of this book frequently avails 

himself of the use of cryptograms. It was noted before 

that when the author said “250 times” he actually meant 

250 cycles of seven years.130 Scholars have already noted 

that when the author said in Chapter I, “They shall be 

ruled by chiefs and kings for eighteen years,” he actually 

referred to the fifteen judges131 and three kings, Saul, David, 

and Solomon. And when he said “during nineteen years, 

the ten tribes will be apostates,” he actually referred to 

the nineteen kings of Israel.132 When the author said in 

,J0 See Hilgenfeld, op. cil. p. 462; Charles, op. cit. 

131 Othnicl the son of Kenaz, Ehud the son of Gera, Shomgar the 

son of Anoth, Deborah, Gibeon, Abimclech, Tola the son of Puah, 

Jair the Gileadite, Jephthah, Ibzan, Elon the Zebulunith, Abdon the 

son of Hillcl, Samson, Eli (the priest), Samuel. 

132 Jeroboam, Nadab, Boasha, Elah, Zimri, Omri, Ahab, Ahaziah, 

Jchoram, Jehu, Jehoahoz, Jehoash, Jeroboam, Zechariah, Shallum, 

Menahcm, Pekahiah, Pekah, Hoshea. 

Further, when the author says “seven will entrench the walls” El 

VII circumvallabunt mtiros Charles took this to mean that seven kings 

will bolster the strength and advance the prosperity of Judah. The 

seven kings, according to Charles, were Rehoboam, Abigah, Asa, 

Jehoshaphat, Jehoram, Ahaziah, and Athaliah. The Midrash interprets 

the verse of Jcr. 15.9 ny32;n mVv n^DiN “she that had borne seven 

languished” as referring to seven wicked kings of Judah, Jehoram, 

Joash, Ahaz, Manasseh, Amon, Jehoiakim and Zedekiah. 'jVd nyrw I1™ 
.Noirun tmo) rrpTi o'pnrp poK nauo rn« awrp dti.t D'yan min' 
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Chapter II, “And they will offer sacrifices throughout 

twenty years/* he really meant twenty rulers of Judah, 

from Rehoboam to Zedekiah, including Athaliah. 

Thus, we clearly see that the author of The Assumption 

of Moses resorted to the use of cryptograms. Instead of 

rulers, kings, he used the word “years.** I venture to say 

that, when he said “three (days),’’ he actually had in mind 

300 years. We must also bear in mind that the original 

reading was crD’ The word cpd1 sometimes had the 

connotation of “a year.”132* We may even assume that 

the author used gematria, since the Assumption of Moses 

was compiled seventy years after the destruction of the 

Temple. The word D'D’ equals 100. Hence, D’D’ twVv 

actually meant 300 years. 

Taxo’s statement to his seven sons that they should 

fast for three (days) meant that they should suffer for 

300 years and that in the fourth hundred year they should 

go into the cave since the kingdom of God would come. 

By the words “let us go into the cave,’’ the author had 

in mind the prophecy of Isaiah that, before the advent 

'ttyo®)- Is diis Midrash in contradiction to the Assumption of Moses? 

I believe not. On the contrary, they corroborate each other. The 

original Hebrew text had non fury, anger, but the Greek translator took 

the word non to mean walls. It is well known that homograph words 

which have the same spelling but differ in meaning are often mistrans¬ 

lated. Hence, the passage in the Midrash is most likely based on the 

Assumption of Moses. 
It is worthwhile to note another mistranslation of the Hebrew. 

Joshua calls Moses “the lord of the word” dominum verbi. Charles 

remarks “I cannot suggest the origin of this phrase.” There is no 

question in my mind that the Hebrew text had iai leader. The trans¬ 

lator took this to mean iai word. Comp. Sanh. 8a nnx ysnn'V rwo V’n 

op pm mV ina iai oipip Vy qm V>po boo n'apn iV ion ... map ooprm 
mV piai. Moses was called plain pix the master of the leaders, 

or nai iai like nai nidd (Sota 13b). 

,3Ja Comp. Gen. 24.55, o'D' unx my3n apn, the Targum ol Jonathan 

renders the word Q'D' as “a year” Kin n,ip w uoy Nan aom. Comp, 

also Lev. 25.29. 
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of God, the people would go into the caves: "And they 

shall go into the holes of the rocks and into the caves of 

the earth for the fear of the Lord and for the glory of His 

majesty, when He ariseth to shake terribly the earth."133 

The author of the Book of Revelation also says that before 

the coming of God the people would hide in caves: "And 

the kings of the earth and the great men and the rich men 

and the chief captains and the mighty men and every 

bond man and every free man hide themselves in the caves 

and in the rocks of the mountains."134 

The Year of the Advent of God and the 

Year of the Compilation of the Book 

The author of The Assumption of Moses awaited the 

establishment of the kingdom of God in the fourth century 

after the compilation of the book. Hence, we can actually 

fix the date of the writing of this book. We previously 

pointed out that the advent of God would be in the year 

4250 A. M., i. e. 490 C. E.X3S According to the Talmud, 

the son of David will arrive in the eighty-fifth Jubilee.136 

A Jubilee consists of fifty years. Eighty-five times fifty arc 

4250 years —490 C. E. Thus, the Messianic Age given in 

the Talmud corresponds exactly to the date in The Assump¬ 

tion of Moses. Another passage in the Talmud says that 

the Messiah will come in the year 4291 A. M.137 I had 

occasion to point out that the actual reading was 4231, 

2.17-9, onx nnyoa i«ai ,*i^rv h'bj o'V'VNm ,Ninn ova naV awn 
pun py!? ioipa imi mnoi 'i -ins udd nay n^noai. 

X3< 6, 15, Kai oi /SaatXets ttjs yrjs Kai ot peyiaraves Kai ot x^Xtap- 

%ot /cat oi 7rXo6<rtot /cal oi laxvpoi Kai 7ras SovXos Kai eXevOepos 
tKp\Apav eavrovs els ra OTrrjXata /cal els ras 7rerpas tojv dpecov. 

135 See above p. 28. 

136 Sanh. 97b, nins oViyn yt< KTon tbo am mrm min’ anV i.tVk .tV 

n’V non... isnoa in m^nna n'V ion «a ]nnN,i Vavai ni^av niyom ouidsjd 
•t1? 'ano's -)V'Ki ]Nao n,(? 'ano'n nV non ny. 

137 Ibid. D^iy bv in«naV nw nn«i o’yiyni dvikdi d'd1™ 'i. 
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that is, in the year 471 C. E.«8 Why is 4231 designated as 

the year of the Messianic age? It is because eighty-four 

Jubilees are 4200 years; and thirty-one years constitute 

a majority of the years and decades of the eighty-fifth 

Jubilee.1” I believe therefore we may say with certainty 

that the book, The Assumption of Moses, was composed in 

the year 140 C. E. Three hundred years of tribulations, 

which the author says the Jews will suffer, would give 

us 440 C. E. i. e. 4200 A. M., or eighty-four Jubilees. 

When Taxo told his sons to go into caves on the "fourth" 

(hundred) because of the beginning of the age of the 

advent of God, he really meant the eighty-fifth Jubilee, 

which the Talmud also assigned as the Jubilee of the 

Messianic Age. The advent of God was expected in the 

thirty-first year of this Jubilee, i. e. 4231 A. M., or 471 C. E. 

Thus, 140 C. E., when The Assumption of Moses was com¬ 

posed, plus 331 gives us 471, i. e. 4231 A. M., which is the 

beginning of the Messianic Age. 

In a Baraita quoted in the Talmud of Abodah Zarah, 

it is stated: "If in the year 4231 A. M. (471 C. E.) a man 

offers you a field worth a thousand denarii for one denarius 

do not buy it.”*4# The reason for this was that the Jews 

**• JQR, 1946, 166. After I emended the text, I noticed that Rabbi 
Elijah of Wilno had also emended the text to read into D’mW instead of 
mm o’jwn. See R'un mmn, D'mbm a#n pnoj o’ymm. 

•w See also Trsefot Ab. Zarah 9b piriRn Vav an majwa. In the book 
of Revelation, it is said that the second millenium "is six hundred 
threescore and six,” because six hundred is a majority of a thousand 
and three score is a majority of a century and six is a majority of ten. 
Incidentally, the year 1666 was considered to be the year of the Second 
Coming and this belief led to the spreading of the movement of Sabatai 
Zevi, who proclaimed that in the year 1666 he would reveal himself in 
the Holy Land as the Messiah. 

■« Ibid., mm mm rip ms i1? -ior’ oh man p-nnV nwa yam -inn nnn ’n ior 

Q'vbm 0'nnoi D»s>i>R nyaiH (inn) wn nnunoa ,npn rV inn una omn «i!?r 
inn una omn *|Vr mm mm i? rip did ibr' or oViy nRnnV mm nnxi 
npn bn. 

492 



36 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

either expected the advent of the Messiah or the advent 

of the Kingdom of God. I have often wondered what was 

the source of the Talmud for this Messianic Age, 4231 A. M. 

(471 C. E.). Now we may say with assurance that the 

source was the book, The Asssumption of Moses. As a 

matter of fact, the rabbis of the Talmud knew about this 

book. This is evident from a story related in the Tractate 

Sanhedrin that Rab Hanan sent a message to Rab Joseph, 

in which he said: “I met a man and he had a scroll written 

in Assyrian script and in the sacred tongue and he said 

that he enlisted in the Roman army and among the treas¬ 

ures of Rome he found a scroll, in which it was written 

that after 4231 A. M. (471 C. E.) the Messianic Age will 

arrive.”141 This scroll, which was found among the treas¬ 

ures of the Roman Empire, was undoubtedly The Assump¬ 

tion of\ Moses.1*1* We may conclude that not only did the 

Talmud make use of The Assumption of Moses, but that 

this book was composed in the year 140 C. E., since the 

date of the Messianic Age given in the Talmud corresponds 

exactly to the date specified in The Assumption of Moses. 

Taxo said to his sons: “Let us die rather than trans¬ 

gress the commands of the Lord of lords, the God of our 

r4‘ 97b, nbuo iTai nn« din 'naxo *\dv an1? ND^nn na pn 21 rrV nVtp 
»maw ’on % 'V idn -jV po v 11? 'moa Knp jwVi naina nn« 
nw iriNi d'pVpi (my^m) o'nNDi inn1? na ainai nvmxo 'on nyy pai 
mo’ -»wm auoi m nonVo jno ernn nnnVd po env o'piyn o^y hv MNna(? 
rrsyon. 

1414 Isaac Abravancl assumed that this Megilah was written by 

Joseph ben Gorion. ('ona) nop nn'3ni nana ]V13 p *)ovv 'nyn N'nn nV)om 

omrrn anap “iddho ’nn -idnd *pD3 ana» no nr Vy mv naai mao n«a>a 

'nana oj ... 'on nno im niK^sn bo »msD o’NDnn Vk 'nanap nsoai. 

Vn-w' 'Dan 'dd 'n^ap n^«a oowm annn ny 'mo nn« mTnyn Va n« on'^N 

0?K'3^ Vy .nyw'n '3'ya) 'onoana o’JDwn c'un 'Dan 'dd C3i cranp. 

It is indeed strange that a man of such great knowledge was unaware 

that Josippon was not written by Josephus but was composed some¬ 

time at the end of the fourth century C. E. This is particularly surprising 

since Josephus had already been translated into Latin and was read by 
the scholarly world in the early sixteenth century. 
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fathers/’ Scholars improperly interpret this passage to 

mean that he told them to die in the cave and that God 

would avenge their blood.142 But this passage is not con¬ 

nected with the previous passages when Taxo said to his 

sons: “Let us fast (suffer) for three (centuries) and on the 

fourth let us go into a cave.” When Taxo said to his sons 

that they should die rather than transgress the commands 

of the Lord he emphasized that the Jews should not engage 

in open war against their oppressors but if they were 

compelled to transgress the precepts of God they should 

rather die than transgress. He concluded with the following 

words: “If we do this and die, our blood will be avenged 

when God will reveal Himself in His full majesty.” 

The idea that the Jews should not defy their oppressors, 

the Gentiles, by open warfare is also expressed in a story 

in the Midrash. The Midrash on Genesis relates that two 

disciples of Rabbi Joshua changed their clothes during the 

time of the persecutions (so that they should not be recog¬ 

nized as Jews and be killed). They encountered a Roman 

captain who said to them: “If you arc the sons of the Torah, 

then you have to give your life for it, and if you are not, 

then why are you being slaughtered for it?” They answered 

him: “We are the sons of the Torah and we are ready to 

be slaughtered for the sake of the Torah but it is not the 

custom for human beings to commit suicide.”143 

143 See Charles, op. cit. 

143 M. R. 82, Drill yaa idzm nyiya ps'oy irtp yznrr 'n niy 

ma onx pa oxi ,rr^y oa^sa lan min ^ .Tin onx on on^ ion mx or-no 

□in Viy iam pxv x^>x omm lax n^yi lax rraa h nos n'i>y omna onx no1? 

nyn1? mxy nx nan!?. See also Ab. Zarah 18a, -]^n xoop p ’or 'i nbrwa Yn 

nia’^Dn D'DPn p ir nmx;y yir nnx ’x ’nx xa’an i^ ion npa1? p’mn p xa’an 

K’n pnyi raia nx ma’xi vydh nx nnni l^a’n nx nanoi in’a nx nannntp 

min naoi D’ana m^np V’npm mina poiyi a»i* nnxiy -pVy ’nyo;y ’axi no”p 

nnxi oyo 'yiy onan noix ’ax ^ nox iom’ o’oiyn p lb nox *p’na -\b nnaio 

wnr O’oon p ’V mix, “When Rabbi Jose ben Kisma was ill, Rabbi 

Hanina ben Teradion went to visit him. He said to him: ‘Brother 

Hanina, knowest thou not that Heaven (God) has ordained this na- 
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The Fourth Ezra, the Apocalypse (Second) 

Baruch and The Assumption of Moses 

The Assumption of Moses is the last of the three books 

of Apocrypha literature which we possess written in the 

second century C. E. The other two are the Fourth Ezra 

and the Apocalypse of Baruch. These three books present 

different philosophic views on Judaism and on the Mes¬ 

sianic Age. The authors differ in their attitude toward the 

Jewish people. According to the Fourth Ezra,aMan—Vir— 

whom the Most High kept in reserve for centuries, would 

appear and destroy all the nations that had oppressed His 

chosen people.144 Vir (the Messiah) would herald the 

kingdom of God. All the nations would join the Israelites.145 

tion (Rome) to reign? For though she laid waste His House, burned 

His Temple, slew His pious and brought His best to destruction, still 

she is well established. Yet I have heard about thee that thou sittest 

and occupiest thyself with the Torah and gathcrcst assemblies and 

keepest a book of the Law in thy bosom.' He replied: ‘Heaven (God) 

will show mercy.' " To this, Rabbi Jose replied: “I am talking sense 

to thee and thou sayest Heaven will show mercy." 

This story clearly indicates that many of the sages opposed open 

defiance of the Roman government. Many of the rabbis looked with 

disapproval upon the revolt of Bar Kokba. The rabbis of the later gen¬ 

erations considered this revolt as forcing the coming of the Messiah ahead 

of time, and hence taught that the Jews committed a transgression. See 

Mid. Rab. Song of Songs, ppn nn ipme> nnn 'i ihd ]y’aK>n myno riyait* 
Nana ’D’a into ... lVttoo. See also Targum on Song of Songs, ’nyaon 
«yi« ’oya puno pn« pi no Vint?’ n’a ’Dy pa’Vy y’aiyo Nn'PD iDto 

h iy Tyr pa la’aynt* ojdi nn rrmV’na pmo pn# pi nm smVi id psnb 
’Dm NoVy no pa^> iai’ p inai D’Wn^ nanp amt*1? l^y n toooy ]wv 
papiDD1? MiDip ]D toyi H.i’l topis. This Midrash conveyed the following 

idea: The King Messiah pleaded with the Jews not to revolt against the 

Roman authorities and not to fight their armies, but to wait until God 

would redeem them. 
144 El tunc revelabilur filius mens, quem vidisti ul virum ascendcnlem . . . 

ipse autem filius metis arguet quae advenerunt gentes impiclalcs corum, 

has quae tempeslali adpropiaverunt, et improperabit coram eis mala 

cogitamenta eorum et cruciamenla quibus incipie?it crucian, quae assi- 

milalac sunt flammae, et perdet eos sine labore per legem quae igni assimi¬ 

late est. 13.29-38. 

145 See S. Zeitlin, JQR, 1947. 
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There is no mention in the Fourth Ezra of the rebuilding 

of Jerusalem, Zion and the Temple. The author pictures 

the Messianic Age as the time of the establishment of the 

Kingdom of God. On the other hand, the author of Baruch 

viewed the Messianic Age as the time when the Messiah 

would establish a Jewish state in Judaea.146 The author 

of Baruch states that the kingdom which destroyed Zion 

would itself be overthrown and subjugated by another 

which, in turn, would be overthrown, when a third king¬ 

dom would arise which also would be destroyed, and then 

a fourth kingdom would take its place, which would be 

more terrible than all that had preceded it. And when the 

time for the fourth kingdom to be destroyed would come, 

the Messiah would then be revealed.147 The people of 

Israel would again find happiness, Jerusalem would be 

rebuilt, sacrifices would be resumed, the priests would 

return to their duties.148 The nations which had not perse¬ 

cuted the children of Israel would be spared by the Messiah, 

but all those who ruled over the people of Israel would be 

destroyed by the sword.149 

146 Et illo tempore post modicum ilerttm acdificabitur Sion, cl consti- 

luenlur iterum oblaliones eius, el sacerdotes revertentur ad ministerium 

suutn, et iterum venient genlcs ul glorificcnl cam; veruntamen non plene 

sicut in initio: sed erit post haect eril ruina gentium multarum. hac sunt 

aquae lucidae, quas vidisli, 44; 68.5-6. 

147 Eccc dies vcniunl, et corrumpetur regnum islud quod olim corrupit 

Sion, et subiicielur Mi quod venlurum est post ipsum. iterum aitlem cl 

Mud post tempus corrumpetur, el stir get aliud tertium, et dominabitur ctiam 

illud tempore suo et corrumpetur. cl post ista surgcl regnum quartum, 

cuius polestas erit dura el mala ttiagis quam ilia quae fuerunt ante ipsum... 

ct erit, cum appropinquaverit tempus finis cius ut cadat, tunc rcvelabitur 
principalus Messiae mei, 39, 3-7. 

These four kingdoms are undoubtedly Babylon, Persia, Greece and 
Rome, the last of which the author calls the most terrible. 

148 See note 146. 

145 Omnis populus qui non noscit Israel, neque conculcavit semen Jacob, 

ipse est qui vivet; et hoc, quia subiicientur ex omnibus gentibus populo lno, 

omnes iUi auletn qui dominati sunt vobis, aut noverunt vos, isti omnes in 
gladium tradentur.” 72, 4-6. 
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The author of The Assumption of Moses believed that 

God would reveal Himself to His people and that His 

kingdom would be established the world over. Like the 

author of the Fourth Ezra, he did not approve of the 

restoration of Zion as a national state and of the rebuilding 

of the Temple. However, his ideas differ from those of the 

author of the Fourth Ezra. According to the latter, Vir 

(Messiah) will conquer the enemies of Israel with the 

sword.xso According to the author of The Assumption of 

Moses, God will reveal Himself by His own majesty.151 

The Fourth Ezra was composed in the first decade of 

the second century before the revolt of the Jews against 

the pagans in Cyrene and in Egypt.152 The Book of Baruch 

was written in Palestine shortly before the revolt of Bar 

Kokba.153 The author of The Assumptio?i of Moses, who 

witnessed the suffering of the Jews and the catastrophe 

which brought about these two revolts, strongly opposed 

open warfare by the Jews against the Romans. He blamed 

the “pestilent” (troublemakers) Jews who were responsible 

for the calamities that befell the Jews as a consequence 

of the revolt of Bar Kokba. He disapproved of nationalist 

Jews who believed that Bar Kokba was a Messiah. He 

was also set against the Judeo-Christians who believed 

that Jesus was the Messiah. 

These three Apocalyptic books are very important for a 

proper understanding of Jewish history and a true evalua¬ 

tion of Jewish life from the time of the revolt against 

Trajan to that against Hadrian by Bar Kokba. There are 

few sources for the history of this revolt. The Roman 

*5° See note 144. 

151 Quia exurget Summus, Deus aeternus solus, El palam venicl ut 

vindicet gentes, El per del omnia idola eorum. 10, 7. 

153 See S. Zeitlin, JQR 1947, p. 246. 

,M Idem., ibid. 
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historian Dio154 and the Church historian Eusebius155 gave 

only fragmentary data about them. References to these 

revolts in the Talmud and the Midrash arc not only frag¬ 

mentary but arc covered with a veil of mystery and legend. 

Thus, these three books form a great contribution to the 

comprehension of Judaism and Jewish life in that period. 

The Fourth Ezra and the Apocalypse of Baruch respectively 

helped to foment these two revolts. On the other hand, 

the author of The Assumption of Moses regarded the teach¬ 

ings of the authors of these two books as responsible for 

the acts of the “pestilent” men and the great sufferings of 

the Jews after the suppression of the Bar Kokba revolt. 

The Assumption of Moses was written in Hebrew. The 

author could not hope to have any influence on the Jews 

unless the book was written in the sacred tongue. It could 

not come from Moses in any other tongue than Hebrew. 

It is true that some Aramaic words are found in this book, 

but Aramaic words also appear in the Bible, even in the 

Pentateuch, but the entire language of The Assumption of 

Moses is in the sacred tongue. 

Of course, this book is not a testament of Moses to his 

disciple Joshua. We cannot assume, however, that the 

author (and for that matter, all the authors of Apocryphal 

literature) was a deceiver, and really intended to tell the 

Jews that he had a book written by Moses. On the con¬ 

trary, we know that all these authors were pious, sincere 

and humble Jews. There is a possibility that the authors 

of these books believed that by signing the names of Moses, 

Enoch, Ezra, Baruch, etc. the books would have a great 

influence upon the Jews. 

There is another possibility that the author of The 

Assumption of Moses believed that if Moses lived in those 

X5< Op. cit. 

x« Op. cit. 
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troublesome times his message to the Jews would have been 

the same as his own. Thus, the author concealed his 

identity in his devotion to his ideas and ideals. Since the 

author was‘an Apocalyptist, he may even have had a vision 

in which he saw Moses who gave him his testament to put 

into writing. 

The Assumption of Moses had a great influence on Jewish 

thought. As we have seen before, even the date of the 

Messianic Age, 4231 A. M.--471 C. E. was actually 

based on this book. This book, however, had no influence 

on the Church. The ideas in it are diametrically opposed 

to the ideas of the Church. The author did not believe in 

a Messiah. One of the purposes of his writing was to 

oppose the view that Jesus was the Messiah. He does not 

mention cither resurrection, or reward and punishment 

in a Future World. 

Origen says that verse 9 of the Epistle of Jude, “yet 

Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil, 

lie disputed about the body of Moses, durst not bring 

against him a railing accusation, but said, the Lord rebuke 

thee,”156 is based on The Assumption of Moses. This is not 

historically correct. The archangel Michael is not men¬ 

tioned in The Assumption of Moses. The story of the 

struggle between the archangel Michael and Satan over 

the burial of Moses is based on an old Midrash.157 The 

fact that Origen mentioned The Assumption of Moses in 

connection with the Epistle of Jude rescued this book from 

total oblivion. Bishop Evodius, in his Epistle to Augus- 

156 See note 1. 
*S7 Comp. Sifre Dcut., V© mow ^ tarn man n'apn b -ion 

-idin nnm moy1? mzn p« a©v un© oipoo n©o ion vjd1? noyi -]Vn n©o 

no'na nxm ia nyj ino©3 'V ]n. Comp, also Mid. R. Deut. 11, *7ndd rrn *id 

nniNa ... pin© nVdd *3ni nan Vnd’d ,t.t n©o *?© wd©j naxD ytznn 

Nam nx Vnd’dV ion . *. n©o 'pv wo©3 Nam nx bum: ^NnaiV n’apn noN ny© 

n©o !?© mo©). 
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tine, also says: “In the Apocrypha and in the Mysteries 

of Moses, a writing which is wholly devoid of authority, 

it is indeed said that at the time when he (Moses) ascended 

to the mount to die... there was one body which was 

committed to the earth, and another which was joined to 

the angel who accompanied him.”158 This story is likewise 

based on a Midrash.159 

The Assumption of Moses is the last literary composition 

wc have of Apocryphal literature. The earliest book is 

Jubilees, composed in the fifth century B. C. E.l6° Thus, 

the period of Apocryphal writing extended over half a 

millenium. This literature represents the dissenting ideas 

in Judaism during the Second Commonwealth. The leaders 

of Normative Judaism considered these writings pernicious 

and dangerous. Therefore, the rabbis who called these 

books “outside books”261 prohibited the Jews from reading 

them. They pronounced that “anyone who reads outside 

books will not have a portion in the future world.”162 

155 Quamquam el in apocryphis el in sccretis ipsius Moysi, quae scriptura 

caret auctoritate, tunc, cum ascenderet in monlem, ut morcrelur, ui corporis 

efficitur, ut aliud essett quod lerrae mandaretur, altud, quod angelo comi- 

tanti soctaretur. sed non satis urguet me apocrypkorum proferre senlentiam 

illis superioribus rebus definitis. Epistutarum 158. 
Comp. Mid. R. Deut. 11, o’mm ioxy n« »*rpi nt?o Toy ny® nnwa 

1DJ7 mwi HnVb '11 bw 1J1DW D’H^yn O'DIP ’DPD n*3pn 1T1 

o’DP inn* nVyn nnan Vk *hx now n'apn ... Worm banan 
o's*wi o'ana bxn him hod rtnn la’ano ouvVyn. The story about the 
burial of Moses as given by Clement of Alexandria The Stromata, 6, 15, 
is also based on a Midrash. Comp, also Sota 13b-14a, nwo riHP 
ion nool? .naa^ ani? non n^yai> nay map rwe p\i ... ni»att> ’aiaa baia 
ini? iaii naa^ ,naa^ nan nVyai? nay® ]ni« mn»a *nwV ipi>ro n^yai> oni? 
nVyaW See also Targum of Jerusalem, Deut. 34.6. Some scholars are 
of the opinion that the phrase 1‘mediator*' h jU€«rtrou, in the 
Epistle of the Galatians, shows evidence that the author of this epistle 
was acquainted with the Assumption of Moses where Moses is called 
"mediator" ut sim arbiter testamenti illius (1, 14). However, Philo had 
already called Moses a mediator fjL6<rirr}$. The Life of Moses III, 19. 

,fio See S. Zeitlin, The Book of Jubilees, 1939. 
lfi* QUixn anaa. l6> aWyi? pi>n iV jna tnipn 
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After the catstrophe of Bar Kokba, Normative Judaism 

became well established. When the rabbis assembled in 

the town Usha they laid the foundation for the codification 

of the Ilalaka. The Apocalyptists who, before the revolt 

of Bar Kokba, still speculated about mysticism, were no 

longer a power to be reckoned with. Christianity ceased 

to be a Jewish heretical sect. It became a different religion. 

It was no longer dominated by Judeo-Christians. 

While Normative Judaism then prevailed and there was 

no longer a struggle between Normative Judaism and the 

mysticism of the Apocalyptists, nevertheless, the rabbis 

did not succeed in entirely eradicating the Apocalyptic 

ideas. During the Middle Ages, we again note the fruits 

of the Apocalyptists in a new mystic literature upon which 

the rabbis were again compelled to launch an attack. 

In times of crisis, the ideas of the Apocalyptists usually 

take hold of great masses of the Jewish people. As in the 

days of the Second Commonwealth, the Apocalyptists, 

whom Josephus called “deceivers,” brought about much 

suffering of the Jews.*6-’ Thus, in the Middle Ages, the 

Cabbalists, the successors of the Apocalyptists, brought 

great misfortune upon the Jewish people. I refer to Sab- 

batai Zcvi and his followers. 

The history of the Second Jewish Commonwealth was 

written mostly by the students of the New Testament, 

since they were interested in the origin of Christianity. 

These writers gave preference to one set of sources: Jose¬ 

phus, the New Testament and the Hellenistic literature. 

The tannaitic literature, particularly the Halaka, was 

entirely ignored. It is well known that the legal structure 

of a nation is the foundation of its existence and that the 

laws are based on the social, economic and religious life of 

l6j See note 85. 
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the people. The Apocryphal literature was improperly 

used by the historians because of the numerous errors in 

the Greek translations and to the improper dating of these 

books. The Jews had almost entirely ignored this literature. 

To understand Judaism and the Jewish people, however, 

we must not only make a study of the literature of Norma¬ 

tive Judaism but also of the literature of the dissenters. 

This literature presents a phase of thought among the 

Jewish people and it had an important influence upon the 

development of Judaism throughout the ages.'64 Never¬ 

theless, in order to make use of the Apocryphal literature, 

we must first establish a proper text. There is indeed a 

crying need for editing anew this great literature which 

has been so greatly instrumental in shaping western 

civilization. 

It is surprising that Dr. G. Scholcm, in his book The Major Trends 
of Mysticism, did not take cognizance of the influence of the apocalyptic 
literature on the Cabbala. 
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he Essenes and Messianic Expectations 

by S. ZEITLIN 

The Essenes believed in fate, that all things were pre¬ 

ordained by God. They held that anyone who was ap¬ 

pointed ruler should be respected, and that no ruler attained 

his office except by the will of God.65 This applied not only 

to their own rulers but also to the rulers of the Judaeans. 

A king like Herod, they believed, should be respected 

because it was God’s will that he attained this high office.66 

They believed in immortality of the soul, that it is 

imperishable and never dies. As Josephus says, they be¬ 

lieved the soul emanates from the finest ether, that it is a 

prisoner of the body but is freed from it after death/’7 

They believed the righteous would be rewarded after death, 

while the souls of the wicked would undergo everlasting 

punishment. The Essenes, according to Philo, used to 

assemble in the synagogue on the Sabbath,68 to read the 

6* Jewish War, 2.140. 

66 Comp. Ant. 15.37-4. Menahem the Essenc said to Herod: “You 
will reign for God has deemed you worthy." 

67 Jewish War, 2.154-5. "The body is corruptible and its constituent 

matter impermanent, but that the soul is immortal and imperishable. 

Emanating front the finest ether aldepos, these souls become entangled, 

as it were, in the prison-house of the body, to which they arc dragged 

down by a sort of natural spell: but when once they are released from 

the bonds of the flesh, then, as though liberated from a long servitude, 
they rejoice and are borne aloft." 

6* oi KaXovurai a vv ay coy a i. 
102 
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Torah. One would read aloud and another would expo and 

difficult passages. Josephus does not use the word syna¬ 

gogue. He says they used to come together in a partic ular 

place.6’ The practice of assembling on the Sabbath to ead 

the Torah was not singularly an Essenaic custom. Jose >hus 

tells us in his book Contra Apionem that the Jews used to 

assemble on the Sabbath to listen to the reading ol the 

Torah.70 The term synagogue in Philo may have the 

connotation of assembly for any purpose as well as fo • the 

reading of the Torah, but not for the saying of pra yers. 

They had another term for the house of prayers, proset, she.11 

Hippolytus says that all the Jewish sects expected a 

Messiah. Undoubtedly this was true in the end of the sc cond 

century CE.72 Most of the Jews expected a Redeen er to 

free them from the Romans, and to reestablish their state 

and rebuild the Holy Temple. During the Second Com¬ 

monwealth, however, the Jews did not expect a Mess ah in 

the sense that we understand the term today. The y be¬ 

lieved that God would help them to vanquish their er emies 

as he had done in the time of David and Judah Mac :abee. 

Only one group, the Apocalyptists, a Pharisaic sect, b< lieved 

that a Redeemer would eventually free the Jews fror i their 

oppressors, and that he would be the Messiah endowe 1 with 

supernatural powers. 

The word rrara Messiah has the meaning of anoint- d one. 

The priests and kings during the period of the First" 'em pie 

alt were anointed with oil.721 This anointment was :onsid- 

crcd divine and they were called the Lord’s anointed n rrtra. 

Even a pagan king who was anointed was surname J Mes- 

<"> Op. (it. 

2.175. 
Comp. S. Zeiilin, “The Origin of the Synagogue,” A A JR 1931. 

Comp, note 42. 
Comp, also The Testament of Levi, 8.4, “anointed me ' 'ith holy 

oil"; Ps. 23.5; 45.18; 133.2. 
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siah, like King Cyrus.77 In the time of the Second Common¬ 

wealth neither the priests nor the kings of Judaea were 

anointed.7ja They were no longer called the Lord’s anointed. 

The term Messiah came to have a new meaning, — those 

who were anointed by the holy spirit. Jesus who was called 

Messiah, Christ, by his followers was never anointed with 

oil. The gospels do not record that Jesus was ever anointed 

with oil by John the Baptist or any one else.7-1 

There were two offshoots from the Pharisees. One was 

the sect organized by Judah, the Galilean which sponsored 

the Fourth Philosophy, whose aim was to fight the Romans 

and force the leaders of the Jews to make war against them.77 

Its methods were terroristic. It was a minority group, and 

as it could not expect victory in open battle it resorted to 

other tactics. All the members of this sect kept a sica 

(dagger) hidden under their garments and assassinated 

anyone whom they suspected of being pro-Roman. They 

spread terror among the leaders of the Jews. Because of 

their practice of carrying a sica concealed in their garments 

Josephus called them Sicarii.'6 

The other offshoot of the Pharisees was called the “Apo- 

calyptists” because they believed in the revelation of God. 

Their views agreed with followers of the Fourth Philosophy 

in their hatred of the Romans, and they regarded their own 

leaders wicked and traitorous because they sold themselves 

out to the Romans. They were opposed, however, to 

terroristic methods. Being against fighting the Romans 

with arms, they looked for divine intervention for the 

7J Isa. 45.1. Knu1? *n ion no. 

Comp, also Yoina, 52, nrwon pp . . . 

u It is never stated in the apocalyptic literature where the name 

Messiah frequently occurs, and his functions described, that he will 
be anointed with oil. 

75 Comp. Josephus, Jewish War, 2.118. 
76 Ibid. 254-57; 7.252-55. 

505 



ESSENES AND MESSIANIC EXPECTATIONS—ZEITI.IN 105 

freedom of Israel. They preached that the day would 

come when the Messiah would be sent by God to free 

them and punish their oppressors and all evildoers. They 

believed that the Messiah existed before creation, and 

that he would eventually reveal himself and be glorified by 

all the people of the earth. He would sit on the throne of 

his father David.” The Apocalyplisls were the forerunners 

of Christianity. 

Only in apocalyptic literature like the Book of Enoch, 

Psalms of Solomon, The Testament of the Twelve Patri¬ 

archs, etc., is the idea of the Messiah well developed, while 

in the apocryphal literature such as the four books of the 

Maccabees, Judith, The Wisdom of Solomon, the Letter of 

Aristeas, Tobit, etc., regardless ol where the books were 

written, in Judaea or the Diaspora, there is no mention 

of Messianic expectations. 

The Jews of the Second Commonwealth did not look 

toward a Messiah. Most if not all histories of the Second 

Jewish Commonwealth are vitiated with the idea of Mes¬ 

sianic expectations. Jewish as well as Christian theologians 

have interpreted certain biblical and apocryphal passages 

as referring to a Messiah, the Christian theologians to their 

Messiah and the Jewish to theirs. I have no quarrel with 

them. On the contrary, I admire their theological efforts. 

All honor to the theologians. A people must have a sacred 

theology. My objections are to the historians who are 

deluded by the idea that Messianic expectations occupied 

the Jews during the Second Commonwealth, and who write 

books on Messianic expectations.'8 They not only deceive 

Comp. Psalms of Solomon; Enoch; The Testaments of the Twelve 

Patriarchs. 
7* I refer to writers who speculate on the Messianic expectation ami 

its origin during the Second Commonwealth. 1 he Jews then except 
the Apocalyplisls, did not expect a Messiah. I do not refer to authors 

who deal with Messianic expectations after the destruction of the 
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their readers, but they distort the entire Jewish history of that 

period. Messianic expectations came in only after the 

destruction of the Second Temple. During the Second 

Commonwealth, the Apocalyptists expected a Messiah, but 

the Jews in general did not have any notion about the 

coming of a Messiah. It originated with the Apocalyptists 

who, because they were opposed to terroristic methods, 

propagated the doctrine that God would send them a 

prophet, a man of supernatural power to vanquish their 

enemy. 

In neither the works of I’hilo nor of Josephus is there any 

mention of a Messiah or any inkling of Messianic expecta¬ 

tions. It has been generally assumed that Josephus did not 

mention the Messiah because he feared his benefactors, the 

Flavian family. This assumption has no validity. If he 

had been aware that the Jews expected a Messiah, he 

would have said so, but he probably would have used in 

this connection such appellatives as ’“charlatan” and 

“imposter," so that the Romans should not suspect him of 

any seditious views. In describing the Apocalyptists he says, 

“They were deceivers and imposters, under the pretense of 

divine inspiration fostering revolutionary changes. They 

persuaded the multitude to act like madmen and led them 

out into the desert under the belief that there God would 

give them tokens of deliverance.”” If Josephus had known 

of the Messianic expectations among the Jews he would 

have given an account of the movement in such a way as 

to make sure that the Roman authorities would not suspect 

him of belief in such expectations. 

1 emplc. I he Jews at that lime speculated on the coming of the 

Messiah. The hook of Dr. A. H. Silver, .1 History of Messianic Specula¬ 
tions in Israel, is an important and valuable work. 

•' Jmish II or, 2.258-9. Comp, also ibid. “Besides these (the Sicarii) 

there arose another body of villains, with purer hands but more impious 

intentions, who no less than the assassins ruined the peace of the citv.“* 
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Hippolytus says that the Jews believed in a Messiah but 

denied that Christ was the Messiah, and that they held he 

would be a scion of David, “not from a virgin and the Holy- 

Spirit, but from a woman and a man.” . . . "They [the 

Jews] allege,” he writes, “that this Messiah will be king 

over them, a warlike and powerful individual, who after 

having gathered the entire nation of the Jews and having 

done battle with all the Nations, will restore for them 

Jerusalem the royal city. And into this city he will collect 

the entire nation, and restore the ancient customs, that it 

may fulfil the royal and priestly functions, and dwell in 

confidence for a period of time, and that a war would next 

be waged against them after being thus congregated, and 

in this war Messiah would fall by the edge of the sword. 

Shortly after this there will be the conflagration and 

termination of the universe.”80 

Hippolytus’ account ot the Jewish belief in the Messiah, 

which undoubtedly reflects in some way the ideas of the 

Jews of his time, is illuminating. It sheds light on rabbinic 

utterances in regard to the Messiah. According to a tal- 

mudic statement the Jews believed in two Messiahs, one 

of the tribe of Joseph, or rather who was an Ephraimite, 

and the other a scion of David. The Messiah ben Ephraim 

would be killed in battle8' and then the ben David Messiah 

would arrive. Thus the Talmud corroborates Hippolytus 

yivtaiv piv yap ai'Tov iooptvpv Xtyovoiv tK ytvous Aa/3i5 

aXX' ovic k irapdivov Kai ayiov 7rvtvparos, aXX' k ywaiKos Kal 

avbpos . . . fpaaKOVTts tovtov fov fiaaiXia C7r ai/roes, avhpa 
woXcpiaTTiv kat bwarov, os ewiavva^as to irav Wvo% 'IovSaiivv 

iravra ra U)vt] TroXtp-qoa'i, ava<jTr)Oti avrols ttjv ‘ItpovaaXijp 

ttoXiv fiaoiXiba, eis tjv inavva^ti onrav to tOvoi Kai iraXiv iiri 

ra apxaia tdr] asro/caraarijati 0acnXtvov Kai ieparevov Kai KaroiKovv 

tv TUitoiOrtoti iv xpawi kasois. tireira eiravaorrivai /car’ avruv 
woXtpov imm’vaxfltvTwv. iv tKtivco rJS iroXipui irtativ tov \pio~6v 

iv fiaxaipyj, tirtira ptr" ov ttoXv ttjv avv.riXtiav Kai iKTrvpoiaiv 

tov iravros iiriarijvai. 
»> Tal’. Suk. 52. sires «pv p rvso axis. Comp, also I\' Ezra, 7.28. 
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that a Messiah would he killed in battle. Most scholars 

hold that the conception of a Messiah ben Ephraim is 

based on the 12th chapter of Zechariah.82 A conception 

using this type of reasoning is not sound and historians 

should not accept it. It belongs in the realm of theology 

rather than in that of history. An idea which becomes 

deeply rooted in a people may be the outgrowth of religious, 

political, or social conditions. Leaders in order to propagate 

the idea then quote scripture to support it. 

After the destruction of the Second Temple, the ad¬ 

herents of the Fourth Philosophy whom Josephus called 

the Sicarii, continued to agitate for a new revolt against 

Rome. They caused disturbances in Egypt,83 in Cyrenaica^ 

and in Judaea proper. This agitation gained many recruits. 

When Trajan died in 117 during the war with the Parthians, 

the Jew of Judaea began to prepare for war against the 

Romans. This preparation which began in 122 culminated 

in an open struggle in 132. The man who headed this revolt 

was named Simon, and many proclaimed him King Messiah. 

One of his great followers was Rabbi Akiba. Simon was 

named bar Kokba, i. e., King Messiah,85 and he apparently 

maintained that he was of the family of David.86 The revolt 

ended with the greatest catastrophe for the Jews. 

After this debacle the Jews were in a state of deep gloom 

and depression. Their national and spiritual life suffered 

a great setback. The explanation which was advanced that 

Simon was not the Messiah but was a deceiver, Bar Koseba, 

8i Comp. ibid, nnw *pv p rr»a Py ion in . . . jnxn mm. 
** Jewish M ar, 2.410-19. 

Ibid. 7.437-44. 

Comp. Yer. Tan. 4. iox [13313 mj ,1313 13 ’on nin 13 ,13’py ‘1 

x.i’so X3V0 xi,1 i’i. Comp, also Targum Numb. 24.17 13 . . . 3313 -pi 

X.T573 X31.V1 3py'0 xdVo oip\ Comp., also The Testament of Judah, 24.1, 
“shall arise the star,” 3313, i.e. Messiah. 

86 Yer. ibid, xz xV in p ]”iyi -pn^a srarry i*?y’ ,13'py. 
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gave them no solace. They looked to their leaders for a 

better explanation than that they had been deceived. A 

theory was set up that this collapse was only temporary, 

that although Simon was the Messiah, he was not of the 

Davidic family, but of the Ephraim family, and that as a 

matter of fact the killing of the Ephraimite Messiah had 

already been foretold by the Prophet Zechariah. Sub¬ 

sequently the other Messiah who would be of the Davidic 

family would appear and wreak vengeance upon the gen¬ 

tiles. This had been foretold by Zechariah.87 Some were 

of the opinion that there would be no Messiah, but that 

God would reveal himself and destroy all the enemies of the 

Jews, and that He would gather all the Jews from the four 

corners of the earth into the Holy Land. These enemies 

were designated under a collective name, Gog and Magog. 

These names were derived from Ezekiel.88 

The reason the Jews expected a Messiah of the Davidic 

family is well known; however, the source of the expectation 

that another Messiah would come and that he would be an 

Ephraimite still needs clarification. 

There had been rivalry between the Judaean and the 

Ephraimite tribes. The first king over the ten tribes was 

Jeroboam, an Ephraimite, who revolted against Solomon. 

We learn from the Pentateuch that when Moses sent men 

on the mission to investigate the land of Canaan, they came 

with discouraging reports, except Caleb ol the tribe of 

Judah, and Joshua the son of Nun, of the tribe of Ephraim.89 

Since the two latter brought in good reports about the land of 

Canaan, God rewarded both tribes. David was of the tribe 

of Judah, while Joshua, the first ruler after Moses, came 

*■ On the Messiah ben Ephraim, see C. Tor rev, JBL, 1947; H. H. 

Rowley, The Servant of the Lord, pp. 64-75. 

M 58-59. Comp. Eduy. 2.10. 

** Num. 15-14. 
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from the tribe of Ephraim. These two tribes would later be 

associated in that the first Messiah would be an Ephraim- 

ite,,‘> and the second would be of the Davidic family. 

There is a legend in rabbinic literature that the Ephraim- 

ites left Egypt before the day God set for the exodus, and 

consequently they were slain.’1 This is analogous to a 

second redemption. In the first redemption the Ephraimites 

were hilled, because they forced the time of the redemption 

in leaving Egypt ahead of the time set. Later the Messiah 

of Ephraim was also killed because the Jews forced the 

time of redemption before the predestined time. 

On the other hand, some Jews even after the time of 

Bar Kokba did not believe in any Messiah. They expected 

God himself to save and redeem them from their enemies. 

The author of the book The Assumption of Moses, which 

was composed in the year 140 CE,’2 calls those who led the 

Bar Kokba revolt pestilent men and deceivers. Normative 

Judaism or Pharisaic Judaism still continued to oppose any 

idea of a Messiah. Rabbi (Judah the prince) who was the 

leader in normative Judaism composed the Mishne’2” which 

was to be second in authority to the Bible. He does not 

9" Comp. Targuni of Jonathan, Ex. 40.11, byi . . . ysn.T 
nra iJ’sn z’ien -12 xrvsoi NArmjA niyi;?. 

91 Sec Tal. Sanh. 92, ypb 1:02 ansx *33; Targuni of Jonathan 

Ps. 78.9, prAn ips:i lym nzp 13a znrx mainx anssa pare nn 12 

Naip ma ova Aa?n«i... ns? aip z’:z\ Comp. Midrash R. Song of 
Songs, 2, ensx p rAnis ’O’z inm Nana ’-a’a uni . . . ppn ns iprnr. 

92 Comp. S. Zciilin, “The Assumption of Moses and the Revolt of 
Bar Kokba,” JQR, 1947. 

9,a The word mvo has the connotation “study” and “second.” The 

halakot which Rabbi Judah collected and codified was called r:ro 

i.e., second to the Pentateuch. The transliteration of the word n:r3 

Mishna hitherto used is incorrect. In the edict issued by the Roman 

government fohidding the study of the n:aa the term oevrepu'ens 

(second) was employed. (Comp. Justinian Xovrllac, 146.1 2) Thus 

it is evident that in Palestine the word n»a was pronounced Mishnr. 

In this essay I therefore transliterate the word n:-a Mishne. I hope 

to present a full study of the Mishne and Tosefta in the near future. 
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mention Messiah —an omission which would be impossible 

if normative Judaism believed in one. It is true that the 

words “the days of Messiah” occur in the first chapter of 

BerakoP3 and in the last chapter of So/a;94 however, these 

passages are later additions after the death of Rabbi. As 

the name of Rabbi is mentioned in the passage of Sota,93 

we may assume that these words were introduced after his 

death. In the passage of Mishnc Berakot of the Babylonian 

Talmud, the text reads rrirai rno^ K’nn1? \>d, whereas in the 

Mishnc of the Palestinian Talmud the text has as follows: 

rppon mo1 na Nan -y'n In my opinion the words 

moon mo’ “the days of Messiah” point to a later interpreta¬ 

tion;* however, it is a fact that Messiah is not mentioned 

in the entire Mishne. It is stated there that all the Israelites 

would have a share in the future world. Those who did not 

believe that the Torah was revealed by God would not have 

such a share. Resurrection, the Future World, and Revela¬ 

tion are stressed in the Mishne.93* Since Messiah is not 

mentioned, we have conclusive proof that even after the 

destruction of the Temple, normative Judaism for a 

century and a half did not entertain the idea of a Messiah. 

Pharisaic or normative Judaism dominated Jewish life 

after the Bar Kokba catastrophe. The books of the 

Apocalyptists were banned and the people were forbidden 

to read them under the risk of losing their portion in the 

future world.96 Nevertheless the ideas of the Apocalyptists, 

particularly in reference to the idea of a Messiah, were not 

eradicated. In times of persecution and under suffering and 

« rrsran r.ia* x’2~V Vs ran cViyn T'n *0* snaix s’aani. 
94 XJ3' xs-nn xrvsra r.i2?>2. 
« xun rxTi V*J2 ’an nasa. 

(Comp, also Yer. Pea l) z'v?r, p mm pxi a\nan rwnn px mi. 
90 znsaa xmpn 'jx naix xz'py 'a . . . xan oViyV pVn anV pxa iVxi 

ernsnn. Sec Joshua Bloch. ///<* M pocalyptic in Judaism^ Philadelphia, 
1952. 
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distress, the Jews did turn to the idea of a Messiah, believ¬ 

ing he would save them and take revenge on their enemies. 

The Jewish sages, the Tannaim and Amoraim, were oc¬ 

cupied with the idea of the advent of a Messiah. Some of 

them foretold the day of his coming, and also described the 

turmoil and anguish which would precede it.97 Christianity 

undoubtedly gave an impetus in shaping the conception of 

the supernatural Messiah among the Jews. 

The idea of a Messiah undoubtedly afforded great 

spiritual comfort to the Jews, especially during their 

persecutions, but it also brought many catastrophies to 

them. Many false Messiahs appeared, and the Jews suffered 

spiritually as well as politically. After the great massacre 

of the Jews in 1648, a false Messiah named Sabbatai Zevi 

appeared, and he held great sway over the Jewish people 

regardless of class distinction. The ignorant as well as 

the learned accepted him as the true Messiah. The Jews 

had to have an outlet for their great misfortunes in which 

almost a third of the people, was destroyed. 

We may say with some assurance that the recent estab¬ 

lishment of the State of Israel has saved the Jewish people 

from the rise ot a false Messiah, as an aftermath of one of 

the greatest catastrophies which has befallen the Jews, when 

about six million, more than a third of their number, the 

flower of the people, were exterminated. Such a catastrophe 

could not but have raised great mental disquietude, par¬ 

ticularly among the orthodox Jews. The questions would 

have been raised, where was Providence, where was the 

God of Israel, the protector of His people? The answer 

might have been the rise ot false Messiahs as an outlet. Rut 

the establishment of the State of Israel gave a partial 

answer to various perplexities. The State of Israel is, 

97 Comp. Tal. Sanh. 97-9. Many rabbis vehemently opposed those 
who set dares for the coming of the Messiah. 
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according to the belief of some orthodox Jews Nn^nnN 

“the beginning of the redemption.” 

Although the Jews have not succumbed to false Messiahs, 

they did not escape the intellectual decline characteristic 

of pseudo-Messianism. We refer to the literature of sym¬ 

bolism and mysticism which has become prevalent among 

the Jews, — a literature which is a synchronized Judaism 

and Christianity, but is neither Judaism nor Christianity. 

The literature is the production of so-called neo-orthodox. 

Neither the orthodox nor the liberals indulge in such a 

literature.98 Unfortunately it is published by creditable 

publishers and national organizations, although it surely 

is a passing fad; nevertheless it does great harm to the youth 

who are not well versed in Judaism. In Israel, however, 

the people do not indulge in this pseudo-theological 

literature. 

9* We may safely assume that Maimonides even in his time, the 

thirteenth century, would have branded such literature as belonging to 

the type of obscurantism. 
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